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TRANSLATOR'S   PRKFACE. 


THE  Public  is  here  prerented  with  the  tranflation 
of  a  work,  which  is  held  in,  high  eftimation  in 
Germany,  a  country  at  prefent  the  moft  diftinguiflied 
in  Europe  for  theological  learning.  The  firft  edition^ 
vhich  appeared  in  1750,  the  only  one  that  exifts  in  an 
Englilh  tranflation,  though  it  met  with  a  favourable  re- 
ceprion,  is  in  all  refpetts  inferior  to  the  prefent.  The 
brncd  labours  of  our  celebrated  author,  during  aImo(t 
fonv  years  that  have  elapfed  between  the  publication  of 
^e  firft  and  the  fourth  edition  printed  in  1788,  have 
not  only  produced  fuch  an  increstfe  of  materials,  as  to 
^der  it  at  lead  Ax  times  as  voluminous  as  the  former, 
bat  have  had  very  material  influence  on  our  author^s 
fcmimcnts,  with  refpeti  to  feveral  important  points  of 
biUial  criticifm.  In  a  letter,  with  which  jie  honoured 
*<^iranflator,  he  calls  bis  firft  performance  rhe  work  of 
a  novice,  and  in  the  Oiort  preface  prefixed  to  the'German 
original  of  the  fourth  edition,  he  expreffes  himfelf  in  the 
following  modeft  and  fenfible  manner.     *  Whenever  t 

*  reflcd  on  the  year  1750,  when  the  firft  edition  of  this 
'  Imrodudion  appeared,  which  I  publiflied  at  that  time 
'diicflyas  a  guide  for  my  academical  le£lures,  and 

*  cotnpare  it  with,  the  more  complete  editions  of  1765, 

*  and  1777,  I  feel  a  fatisfaflion^  and  even  af  degree  of 

*  iftonilhment,  at  the  progrefs  of  learning  in  the  prefent' 
'  age:  and  as  during  the  laft  ten  years  \if  particular  the 

*  inoft  rapid  advances  have  been  made  in  literature,  the 
'  preftm  edition  of  this  work,  which  is  a  kind  of  ge* 

*  ncral  repofitory,.bas  received  a  proportional  increafe. 

*  I  candidly  confefs,  not  only  that  my  own  private  know- 
^  Mge  at  the  time  of  my  firft  publication  was  inferior 
'  to  what  it  fliould  and  might  have  been,  but .  that  the 

.  a  '  performance 
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performance  ilfelf  was  written  in  too  much  hafle :  and 
yet  this  very  imperfeA  edition  bad  the  honour  of  being 
tranflated  into  Englifli,  and  of  undergoing  a  re-im-^ 
prellion  even  at  the  time  when  the  fecond  much  more 
complete  edition  was  already  publifhed  in  Germany. 
The  republic  of  letters  is  at  prefent  in  pofleffionrof 
knowledge,  of  which  it  had  no  idea  in  the  mj^dle  of 
this  century ;  and  I  may  venture  to  afErm,  that  the 
laft^mentioned  period  bears  the  fame  analogy  to  t{)e 
year  1787,  as  the  ftate  of  infancy  to  that  of  manhood. 
We  wer«  unable  at  that  time  to  form  an  adequate 
judgement  on  many  important  topics,  and  the  opinions 
of  the  learned  were  divided  on  the  mofl  ancient  ai^d 
mod  valuable  manufcripts.  Wetftein's  edition  of  the 
New  Tefiament,  which  was  printed  in  1751  and  X75I9 
kindled  a  new  fire^  the  blaze  of  which  afforded  during 
fome  time  only  a  fpecies  of  twilight,  becaufe  the  learned 
critic  himfelf  had  formed  a  falfe  judgement  on  thefe 
important  manufcripts,  and  accufed  them  of  being 
corrupted  from  the  Latin.  The  authority  of  Wecftein 
procured  implicit  confidence  in  his  opinion;  and  a 
lapfe  of  many  years  was  neceffary  before  a  proper  ufe 
could  be  made  of  his  copious  and  valuable  colledions 
and  an  inference  deduced  more  confonant  to  the  truth, 
than  the  fentiments  entertained  by  the  author  himfe4f« 
The  fyftem  of  biblical  criticifm  hjas  been  placed  in  a 
new  light,  and  reduced  to  a  ftate  of  greater  certainty  : 
but  it  is  unneceflary  ta  iwell  the  prdFace  with  a  de« 
fcription  of  the  treafures  that  have  been  opened,  and 
the  difcoveries  that  have  been  made  in  this  enlightened 
age>  as  they  are  arranged  under  their  refpedive  heads 
^  in  the  courfe  of  the  prefent  Introdu6Uon.' 

The  reader  ivill  perceive  from  what  is  here  faid  by  our 
author,  that  the  work  is  purely  critical  and  hiftorical, 
and  will  therefore  expefl  to  find  no  difcuffions  of  con- 
troverted points  in  fpeculative  theology,  which  belong 
tp  a  different  province.  Independent  of  kO.  or  party, 
his  intention  is  to  explain  the  Greek  Teftament  with  the 
Jame  impartiality,  and  the  fame  unbiased  love  of  truth, 

with 
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\iitb  which  a  critic  in  profafne  literature  would  examine 
(kwritiogs  of  an  Homer  or  a  Virgil.  Nor  does  it  enter 
into  the  nature  of  hi$  defign  to  give  a  defcription  of  the 
Jevifli  fefis,  the  drefs  and  manners  of  the  £aft,  the 
vdgbtsand  meafures  that  were  ufed  in  Pateftine,  or  the 
ftograpby  and  chronology  necefiary  to  a  right  under- 
Junding  of  the  Bible ;  fubje£ls,  with  which  he  fuppofes 
ins  readers  already  acquainted,  as  they  have  been  treated 
kjr  a  great  variety  of  autfiors,  which  it  is  here  unnecef- 
ury  to  enunlerate.  Tb^  German  originaU  conGfts  of 
tvo  quarto  volumes,  the  firft  of  which  Contains  ah 
aamiintion  of  the  title,  authenticity,  infpiration,  and 
hagoage  of  the  Ne^  Teftamcnt,  the  qudtations  from 
^  Old  Teftamem,  the  various  readings^  ancient  ver- 
&>»3  and  manufcripts  of  the  Greek  Teftament,  the 
qwations  of  the  fathers,  critical  and  theological  con- 
jcdorc,  comifientaries  and  editions  of  the  Greek  Tefta- 
neni,  accents  aind  other  tilarks  of  diftindion,  with  the 
wiem  and  modern  divifions  of  the  facred  text.  The 
fcmd  volume  contains  a  particular  introdu6ion  to  each 
uAridital  bobk  of  the  New^  Teftament 

The  firft  part  alone  is  now  prefented  to  the  Public  in 
>>  Eo|^tfli  trandation ;  and  that  the  reader  may  have 
fittt  o6don  of  what  he  is  to  exped  from  this  learned 
*ork,  I  will  give  a  Oion  review  of  its  contents.  Each 
dtapcer  contains  a  feparate  difiertation  on  fome  important 
^niA  of  fiicred  criticifm^  in  which  there  is  united  fuch 
t  variety  of  natter,'  as  would  be  fufficient,  if  dilated 
according  to  the  uAial  mbde  of  writing,  to  form  as  many 
<ttia&  publicatrons.  In  the  chapter,  which  relates  to 
theamhentieity  of  the  New  Teftaaient,  the  evidence 
l^xh  externa}  and  internal  is  arranged  in  lb  clear  and 
u>Hiigible  a  teanner,'  as  to  afford  convifiion  even  to 
1^  who  have  never  engaged  in  theological  inquiries : 
^  the  experienced  crrtie  will  fi^d  the  fdbjea  difcuiied 
^fofiAX  and  coiitprehenfive  A  manner,  that  he  will  prd- 
^Uy  prom>unce  it  the  mroft  complete  effay  on  the  au* 
*a«icity  of  the  New  TelUmerrt  that  ever  was  publiflied^ 
^  cbapcer  which  relatear  to  the  infpiration  of  tl]p  New 
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Teftament,  contains  a  vauety  of  very  fenCble  and  jndi- 
cious  remarks;  and  though  the  intricacy  of  the  fubjed 
has  (bmeiimes  involved  our  author  in  obfcurity,  yet  Few 
writers  will  be  found  who  have  examined  it  with  more 
cxaSnefs.  The  language  of  the  New  Teftament  is  ana- 
lyied  in  the  fourth  chapter  with  all  the  learning  and  in- 
genuity, for  which  our  author  is  fo  eminently  diftin- 
guifhed  i  the  different  fources  of  its  peculiar  exprellions 
he  has  di(lin£lly  pointed  out,  and  arranged  under  their 
lefpefiive  heads :  and  though  he  appears  to  have  fome- 
times, fallen  into  error^  in  the  application  of  rules'to  par- 
ticular  cafes^  yet  no  objeBion  can  be  made  to  the  prin- 
ciples themi^lves.  In  the  Hfth  ch^pter^  where  he  ex- 
amines the  paflages  which  the  Apollies  and  Evangclifts 
have  quoted  from  the  Old  Teftament,  he  takes  a  diftind 
view  of  the  feveral  parts  of  the  inquiry,  and  confiders 
whether  thefe  quotations  were  made  immediately  from 
the  Septuagint,  or  were  tranflations  of  the  Hebrew, 
whether  their  application  is  literal  or  typical,  and  whe- 
ther the  facred  writers  did  not  fometimes  accommodate 
to  their  prefent  purpofe  expreflions  and  palTagef,  which 
in  themfelves  related  to  different.  fubjeQs.  In  the  fixth 
chapter,  which  contains  an  account  of  thjc  various  read- 
ings of  the  Greek  Teftament,  he  fliews  the  different 
caufes  which  gave  them  birth,  and  deduces  clear  and 
certain  rules  to  guide  us  in  the  choice  of  that  which  is 
genuine:  he  enters  fully  and  completely  into  hjs  fub- 
je8,  and  fliews  himfelf  a  perfeft  mafter  in  the  art  of 
criticifm.  The  feventh  chapter,  which  contains  a  review 
of  the  ajacient  verfions  of  the  New  Teftament,  is  not 
only  critical,  but  hiftorical,  and  comprifes  io  itielf  fuch  < 
a  variety  of  information,  as  makes  it  difficult  to  deter- 
mine, whether  it  moftexceU  in  affording- entertainment 
or  conveying  ihftru6lion.  The  eighth  chapter  relates 
to  the  Greek  manufcripts^  and  after  fome.  previous  dir*' 
fertations  in  regard  to  the  fubje6i  in  general,  contains  a 
critical  and  hiftorical  account  of  all  the  manufcripts  of 
the  Greek  Teftament,  which  have  been  hitherto  co!^ 
lated.     This  is  a  fubjed^  which  muft  be  highly   im&. 
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rciliog  to  every  man  engaged  in  facred  criticifm,  and  t 
may  venture  to  pronounce,  that  whatever  expe£lations 
the  reader  inay  form  upon  this  head,  he  will  find  them 
lolly  gratified  by  our  learned  author.  The  quotations 
from  the  New  Teftament  in  the  works  of  ecclefiaftical 
wriicrs,  form  the  fubjeft  of  inquiry  in  the  ninth  chap- 
ter, in  which  our  author  examines  the  various  modes^ 
in  which  it  i^  fuppofed  that  ihefe  quotations  were  made, 
and  confiderA  how  far  they  were  made  from  mere  me.- 
nory,  and  how  far  we  may  confider  them  as  faithful 
imnfcripts  from  the  manufcripts  of  the  New  Teftament, 
which  the  writers  refpeQively  ufed.  Having  thus  ex- 
amined the  text  of  the  Greek  Teftament^  its  various 
fadings,  and  the  three  grand  fources  from  which  they 
muft  be  drawn,  namdy,  the  Greek  manufcripts,  the 
ancient  verfions,  and  the  quotations  in  the  works  of  ec- 
dcfiaftical  writers,  he  proceeds,  in  the  tenth  tihapter,  to 
tximioe  fuch  readings,  as  either  are^  or  have  been  in- 
troduced into  the  facred  text  on  mere  conjeQure.  He 
aflovs  d^t  critical  emendations,  which  have  noreferefecc 
^opoinlrof  doftrine,  are  fometimes  allowable;  but  he 
fcjghly  inveighs  againft  theological  conjeflure,  and  maln- 
^Jns  that  it  is  inconfiftent  to  adopt  the  New  Teftament, ' 
as  the  ftandard  of  belief  and  manners,  and  yet  to  aflert  the 
privilege  of  rejefting  or  altering,  without  authority,  what-, 
^•ftcontcanifts  a  previoufly  alTumed  hypoihefis.  He  is  of 
opinion  that  there  is  rro  medium  between  adopting  in  ge- 
neral the  doftrines,  which  the  New  Teftament  literally  con- 
t«n5,and  rejcfling  the  whole  as  an  improper  criterion  of 
faith.  The  eleventh  chapter  contaitis  only  a  chronological 
account  of  iheauihorswhohivecollefled  various  readings 
to  the  Greek  Teftament:  but  the  twelfth  chapter  con-' 
tains  a  very  excellent  review  of  all  the  critical  editions 
of  the  Greek  Teftarrient  from  the  year  1514,  when  the 
Coajplntenfian  W4S  printed,  down  to  the  pj^cfent  time. 
He  likewife  conGders  the  iraperfeflions,  which  havq 
kiiherto  attended  fuch  editions  as  are  printed  with  va- 
rious readings)  and  delivers  the  plan,  and  the  rules,  on 
vhrch  a  perfect  edition,  according  to  his  opinion,  fhould 
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hf  formed.  The  laft  chapter,  which  relates  to  the  marks 
of  diftin£tion  in  the  Greek  Teftament,  and  the  divifions 
which  have  been  made  at  different  times  in  the  facred 
text,  will  be  moft  interefiing  to  thofe,  who  are  engaged 
in  the  examination  of  Gteek  manufcripts  :  but  as  many 
praQical  rules  are  deduced  from  the  inquiry,  it  will  be 
likewife  of  importance  to  every  man  who  is  employed  in 
the  ftudy  of  divinity  at  large. 

With  refpefl  to  the  tranflation,  though  its  merits  or 
demerits  mud  be  determined  by  the  public,  it  may  not 
be  improper  to  explain  in  a  few  words  the  plaiii  on  which 
I  have  proceeded.     As  the  ilru£lure  of  the  German  pe«  ' 
riods  is  widely  different* from  chat  of  the  Englilh,  and 
the  fiyle  of  our  author,  notwith (landing  his  confummate 
erudition,  is  not  only  devoid  of  elegance,  which  is  unne* 
ceffary  in  critical  difquifitions,  but  is  in  general  harlh 
and  uncouth,  a  literal  tranflation  of  this  learned  work, 
would  have  been  unavoidably  ofFeniive  to  an  £ngli{h  ear» 
In  tranflating  the  works  of  a  Wieland  or  a  Roufleau,  a 
de^tion  from  the  original  would  be  wholly  uuf>ardon-« 
able,  becaufe  it  is  the  bufinefs  of  a  tranflator  nofeooly  to 
convey  the  fentiments  of  his  author,  but  to  preferve  if 
poffible  the  beauty  of  the  dreis,  in  which  they  are  dif- 
played.     But  where  neither  beauty  nor  even  neatnefs  is 
vifible,  it  ceafes  to  be  a  duty  to  retain  the  pecuKarities, 
which  in  a  tranflation  would  be  ftill  greater  blemifhes^ 
than  in  the  original.     I  have  feldom  therefore  given  a 
clofe  tranflation,  except  in  matters  of  verbal  criticifm^ 
and  have  very  frequently  been  obliged  to  new-model 
whole  periods.     I  have  paid  however  the  ftrifteft  atteo- 
tion  to  the  fenfe  and  fpirit  of  the  original,  which,  after  a 
refidence  of  five  years  in  a  German  Univerfity,  I  have  lefa 
reafon  to  fear  that  I  have  miftaken,  than  that  in  confe-* 
quence  of  a  long  abfence  from  my  native  country,  I  may 
have  been  fometimes  guilty  of  incorreBnefs  in  the  ftyle 
of  the  tranflation.     A  wriceri  who  by  long  habit  is  more 
familiarized  with  a  foreign  than  with  bis  native  language, 
infenfibly  adopts  its  modea  of  exprelGon ;  and  it  is  pof- 
fible, and  even  probable,  that  this  very  circumftanceraay 
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hi«e  often  led  meinto  the  error  which  I  have  ftudioufly. 
atdearoured  to  avoid.  I  hope  however  to  be  favooted 
vidi  the  indulgence  of  the  learned^  and  if  this  pubiica- 
uon  (hould  be  deemed  worthy  of  a  Tecond  ediiion^  to 
which  the  aieriu  of  the  author  though  not  of  the  tranf- 
lator  arc  juftly  entitled,  every  improvement  that  may  be 
propofcd  will  be  thankfully  accepted,  and  carefully  no* 
ciced.  Another  alteration  which  I  have  taken  the  liberty 
(0  make  is,  that  I  have  transferred  to  the  margin  a  variety 
oT  references  that  are  placed  in  the  text  of  the  original, 
bctaufe  they  wholly  interrapt  the  fluency  of  the  ftylei 
iHit  i  have  deviated  from  this  rule  wherever  the  quota- 
lions  tbemfelves  form  the  fubjed  of  difcourfe.  I  have 
hknrife  divided  the  work  into  chapters  as  well  as  fedions, 
thoogh  the  latter  divifion  alone  is  admitted  into  the  ori- 
gioal,  which,  though  more  convenient  in  quoting  from 
this  Introdudion,  occafions  frequent  confuGon  in  the 
ftttdy  of  the  work  itfelf.  ^ 

When  I  firft  engaged  in  the  preient  tranflation,  I  liad 
BO  other  objed  in  view,  than  lo  prefent  the  public  with 
a  faithfoAopy  of  the  original.  But  being  at  that  time 
paniailarly  employed  in  ihe  ftudy  o£  theology,  I  waa 
kd  by  curiofity,  or  a  thirft  of  knowledge,  not  only  to 
tunioe  the  avmerous  paflages,  whether  of  the  Hebrenf 
Bible  or  Greek  Teftament,  of  writers  anaient  or  modem, 
Afiaiic  or  European,  to  which  our  author  referved,  but 
bkevife  to  read  with  attention  the  mod  celebrated  works, 
in  vfaicb  the  various  points  were  difcufled,  that  are  the 
lobJQ6U  of  the  prefent  Introdudion.  From  thefe  inqui- 
(iei  there  reifuhed  a  variety  of  obfervations,  which  I  com* 
used  lo  paper,  with  refcrenct^s  to  the  German  original^ 
bccttife  at  thai:  time  I  had  no  other  obje(:i  in  view,  than 
n]r  own  iaftrudion.  Where  the  matter  was  loo  exien<« 
fave  to  be  comprifed  in  a  fmall  compafs,  I  noted  down, 
ibe  vcrfume  and  the  page,  in  cbe  author  or  authors,  in 
vbich  it  was  treated  at  large,  thai  I  might  know  in  future 
vherel  ihoiihifeek  for  infovmation,  if  ever  I  had  leifure 
or  inclination  to  profectite  the  inquiry.  Having  col- 
ic&cd  io  this*  asanner  from  various  fources  a  number  of 
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materials,  which  fcrved  either -to  illuftrate  pur  author's 
Introdu8ion  where  it  was  obfcure,  to  corred  it  where  it 
Teemed  erroneous,  or  to  fupply  what  appeared  to  be  de- 
fi^flive,  i^th  vouchers  and  authorities  for  each  obferva- 
tion,  I  thought  11  might  be  of  ufe  to  the  reader,  iF  I 
adapted  them  to  the  Engliih  tranflation,  and   fubjoined 
them  as  an  appendix  to  each  volume.     They  will  fave 
him,  at  kail,  the  trouble  of  colleding  materials  for  him^ 
felf,   which  would,  be  attended  with  no  inconfiderable 
labour,  and  enable  him  to  turn  at  once,  without  either 
trouble  or  lofs  of  time,  to  the  volume  and  the  page  of 
each  author,  M'here  he  will  find  more  ample  information 
than  can  be  contained  in  the  compafs  of  a  note.     Of 
tbefe  references  there  are  feveral  thoufahds,  and  that  the 
reader  may  never  be  at  a  lofs  in  referring  to  the  quoted 
authors,  I  have  ii\  general  at  the  firfl  quotation  given 
the  full  title  of  the  work,  and  if  it  has   gone  through 
feveral  editions,  I  have  always  mentioned  that,  which  I 
particularly  meant.    To  the  notes,  which  are  formed  on 
the  plan  above  defcribed,  I  have  added  others  of  a  dif- 
ferent kind.     I  have  in  general  given  extradrfrom  the 
German  works  to   which  our  author  refers,  efpecially 
from  his  Orientalifche  and  Exegetifche   Bibliothek,  bc- 
caufe  thefe  are  fources  which  are  inaccefiible  to  mod 
Engliih  readers-^nd  our  author  is  frequently  more  con- 
cife  than  be  otherwife  would  have  been,  on  the  prefump- 
tion  that  the  laft-mentioned  work  in  particular  is  in  the 
hands  of  thofe  who  read  his  Introdudion.  And  finceieveral 
very  important  publications  in  biblical  criticirm,by  Alter, 
Adler,  Birch,  Miinter,  &c.  have  made  their  appearance, 
lihce  the  laft  edition  of  our  author's  I  Dtrodu3ion,and  con* 
tain  very  valuable  materials,  with  which  he  would  have 
enriched  his  own  work,  if  he  had  publifhed  only  three 
years  later,  I  have  endeavoured,  as.  far  as  my  imperfect 
knowledge  of  the  fubjefii  would  permit,  to  communis 
cate  under  each  refpe^ive  head,  the  information  which 
.could  not  be  conveyed  byour  author  himfelf.     I  have 
likewife  occafiooaUy  introduced,  in  the  body  of  the  notes, 
fome  Ibort  diilertations  on  fubjeds  of  tacred  criticifm, 
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cfpedaily  in  ibe  chapters  which  relate  to  the  aocient 
verfions,  the  manurcripis^  and  the  editioiu  of  the  Greek 
Tcflameot 

Thefe  are  the  additions  which  I  have  ventured  to  hy 
before  the  public,  as  an  appendix   to  the  original  work 
of  Michaelis,  and  for  which  perhapis  I  fliould  requeft  the 
iodulgence  of  the  public.     I  candidly  own  that  I  com- 
menced the  prefent  undertaking,  without  that  knowledge 
aod  experience  in  facred  criticifm,  which  I  ought  to  have 
poffdTed.     MjL  kqgi^ ledge  pf  the  Oriental  languages  ex- 
tends no  further,  than  to  enable  me  to  make  out  a  paf- 
lige  by  the  help  of  a  grammar  and  a  lexicon;  nor  had 
the  other  branches  of  theological  learning  er^aged  my 
aucntion,  when  I  firil  entered  on  che  work^  which  I  now 
deliver  to  the  public*     Confined  by  iickne£i  in  a*  foreign 
Qouotry,  I  fought  rather  to  amufeand  to  inibu^  myfelf^ 
ib^  10  edify  mankind;  hut  as  I  have. altered  my  origi* 
B2I  plan,  and  prefume  to  {>ubli(fa  the  fruits  of  my  re« 
Arches,  I  muQ.  hope  that  induftry  has  in  fome  meafuiB 
fupplied  the  deiicioKies  of  knowledge.     Perhaps  it  will 
WilK)ught  to  iavQur  of  prefumption,  that  I  have  often 
remared  to  call  in  qucftion  the- opinions  of  our  author: 
bot  as  no  man  is  exempt  from  the  danger  of  miftake, 
and  neither  the  moft  profound  erudition  nor  the  cleareft 
uoderttaoding  can  at  all  times  fecurc  us  from  error,  it 
wy  be  naturally  expe£led  thai  various  paflages  even  in 
ibe  writings  of  Michaelis  muft  be  liable  to  objeftion. 
Though  impreCcd  with  the  -moft  profound  veneration 
for  (he  memory  of  a  man,   who  is  now  no  more,  of  a 
man,  whofe  name  will  be  ever  uttered  wi#)  refpe6k,  as 
'ong  as  learning  is  an  objed  of  cfteem,  yet  iie  duty, 
^hicb  we  owe  to  truth,  is  fuperior  to  that  which  can 
be  claimed  by  the  greateft  names,  or  the  moft  exalted 
charaSers.     Unbiaffed  therefore  by  prejudice,  and  with 
a  freedom,  to  which  every  writer  is  entitled,  I  have  care- 
fully examined  the  aflertions  and  opinions  of  our  author, 
aod  wherever  they  appeared  to  be  erroneous,  I  have 
'^ted,  as  clearly  as  I  was  able,  the  reafons  which  in* 
duced  me  to  diflent*    I  fubmit  however  the  whole  to  the 
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decifioD  of  the  reader;  tnd  whatever  miftakes  I  have 
made,  for  in  a  work  of  fuch  e^ctent  as  the  prefent,  mif- 
takes are  unavoidable,  I  (hall  not  be  afhamed,  as  foon 
as  they  are  pointed  out  with  coolnefii  and  candour,  to 
acknowledge  and  retra£k  them. 

Laftly,  I  mud  beg  leave  to  caution  thofe,  who  com- 
pare the  German  original  with  the  Englifh  tranfl^tion, 
and  find  that  the  references  to  the  quoted  authors  are 
foroetimes  different  in  the  latter,  with  refpe6t  to  the 
figures  denoting  the  volume  or  the  pi|e,  .|he  chapter  or 
the  verfe,  not  immediately  to  conclude  that  the  refer, 
ences  in  the  tranflation  are  erroneous.  For  as  I  have  at 
all  times  confulted  the  quoted  authors,  I  have  tacitly 
corre6ied  the  Errata  of  the  German  original,  which  are 
more  numerous,  than  any  man  would  imagine,  who  was 
not  concerned  in  literary  publications.  In  this  refped 
therefore  the  tranflation  has  an  advantage  over  the  ori* 
gina|  itfelf,  except  where  new  typographical  errors  have 
been  made,  which  I  hope  are  not  numerous,  becaufe  I 
have  corre^ed  the  prefs  my felf,  and  have  paid  particular 
attention  to  the  accuracy  of  the  references,  fince  mif- 
takes in  thefe  are  not  like  other  errata,  which  in  general 
corre£l  ihemfelvet. 

Before  I  conclude,  I  mull  return  thanks  to  the  Uni* 
verfity,  of  which  I  have  the  honour  to  be  a  member, 
for  its  liberal  affiftance,  in  defraying  the  expences  of  this 
publication. 


^^,  JOHll't   coma*,  CAMKMDGVv 
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CHAPTER    Vir. 

CBITICAL    REVIEW   OF    THE   ANCIENT    VERSIONS  OF 

THE  NEW   TESTAMENT. 

SECT.    I. 

Of  the  Ament  VersianSj  considered  as  evidence  for  the 
genuine  rea^gs  of  the  New  Testament. 

HAVING  inquired  into  the  origin  of  the  various 
readings,  and  their  internal  marks  of  probability^ 
I  have  now  to  examine  the  external  evidence,  that  may 
be  adduced  in  their  favour,  which  consists  either  in  an-* 
cient  versions,  ancient  manuscripts,  or  quotations  from 
the  NewTestamenty  in  the  works  of  ecclesiastical  writers'. 
As  a  knowledge  of  the  ancienf  versions  is  requisite,  be^ 
fore  a  proper  judgement  can  be  formed  of  the  value  of 
the  Greek  manuscripts,  many  of  the  latter  having  been 
suspected,  though  1  believe  unjustly,  of  being  interpo- 
lated from  the  former,  our  first  attention  must  be  di- 
rected to  the  different  translations  that  were  made  from 
the  Greek  Testament  in  the  early  ages  of  Christianity. 
A  critical  inquiry  therefore  into  these  translations  shall 
Vol.  II.  A  form 
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form  the  subject  of  the  present  chapter ;  but  I  will  pre- 
mise some  general  observations  on  the  nature  of  their 
evidence,  in  regard  to  the  various  readings  of  llie  New 
Testament. 

In  cases  where  the  sense  is  not  affected  by  different 
readings,  or  the  translator  might  have  taken  tliem  for 
synonimoua,  the  evidence  ^  the  Greek  n>wuscripts  is 
to  be  preferred  to  that  of  an  ancient  version.  The 
same  preference  is  due  to  the  manuscripts,  wherever  the 
translator  has  omitted  words,  that  appeared  of  little 
importance,  or  a  passage  in  the  Greek  origioal  is  attended 
with  a  difficulty,  whicU  the  translator  was  unable  to  solve^ 
and  therefore  either  omitted  or  altered,  according  to  tlie 
arbitrary  dictates  of  his  own  jadgemeitt 

On  the  other  hand,  there  are  cases,  \xk  which  the 
ancient  versions  are  of  more  authority,  than  the  original 
itself  The  greats  part  of  those,  which  will  be  examined 
in  this  chapter,  surpass  in  antiquity  the  oldest  Greel^ 
manuscripts  that  are  now  extant;  and  they  lead  to  a 
discovery  of  the  readings  in  the  very  ancient  manuscript, 
that  was  used  by  the  translator.  By  their  means,  rather 
than  from  the  aid  of  our  Greek  manuscripts,  none  of 
which  is  prior  to^tlae  sixth  century,  we  arrive  at  the  certain 
knowledge  that  the  sacred  ^rritings  have  been  transmitted 
from  the  earliest  to  the  present  age  without  material 
alteration ;  and  that  our  present  text,  if  we  except  the 
passages,  that  are  rendered  doubtful  by  an  opposition 
in  the  readings,  is  the  same  which  proceeded  ftom  thd 
hands  of  the  Apostles.  Whenever  the  reading  can  be 
precisely  determined,  which  the  translator  found  in  hia 
Greek  manuscript,  the  version  is  of  equal  authority  with 
a  manuscript  of  that  period;  but  as  it  is  sometimes 
difficult  to  acquire  this  absolute  certainty,  great  caution  13 
necessary  in  collecting  readings  from  the  ancient  versione^ 
Of  the  causes  which  create  this  difficulty,  the  reader  will 
find  a  full  account  in  my  father's  Tractatio  critica  de 
variis  N.  T.  lectionibus,  §  37 — ^48. 

Those  versions,  in  which  the  Greek  is  rendered  word 

for  word,  and  the  idioms  of  the  origiiml,  though  harsh 
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and  often  unmeaiAig  fn  another  language,  are  dtill  re- 
tained in  the  triDslatftti,  are  of  more  value  in  point  of 
criticisin  than  those  wUch  express  the  sense  of  the  ori-^ 
^nal  in  a  manner  more  suitable  Co  the  language  of  the 
translatur.  The  value  of  the  latfer,  as  far  as  regards  their 
criticai  applicaticMi,  decreases  in  proportion  as  the  trans- 
lator attends  to  purity  and  elegance,  and  of  course  de- 
viates from  his  origiQHl ;  bpt  their  worth  is  greater  in  all 
other  respects,  as  they  are  not  nly  read  with  greater  plea- 
sure, but  understood  in  generaP'witlft  greater  ease.  By 
meaos  of  the  former  we  discover  the  words  of  «lbe  original, 
aad  even  their  arrangement;  but  the. latter  are  of  nt)  use 
m  deciding  on  the  authenticity  of  a  reading,  if  the  various 
readings  of  the  passage  in  question  make  no  alteration  in 
the  smse.  No  traui^atiob  is  more  literal  than  the  Nev^ 
Syriac,  and  none  therefore  leads  to  a  more  immediate 
discovery  of  the  text  in  the  ancient  manuscript,  front 
wfaicb  the  version  was  taken ;  but,  settmg  this  advantage 
aside,  the  Old  Syriac  is  of  much  greater  value  than 
the  New. 

The  Latin  translations  of  the  Oriental  versions,  which 
are  printed  in  the  Polyglot  Bibles,  are  wretched  in  ad 
lugiier  degree  than  can  be  imagined* ;  and  whoever  re*^ 
lies  OA  their  authority  in  support  of  a  reading,  like  Mill 
and  WetBtem,  will  inevitably  fiill  into  error.  Another 
drcumatance  to  which  attention  must  be  given  is,  that 
some  of  the  ancient  versions  have  in  many  places  suf- 
fcied  alterationflii ;  and  great  care  must  be  taken  to  distin^ 
goish  the  modern  ameddihents  from  the  genuine  text  of 
tbe  ancient  translator.  Lastly,  those  translations,  which 
were  not  immediately  taken  from  the  Greek,  are  of  no 
aothority  in  detentiining  the  genuine  text  of  the  original) 
but  only  of  that  version  from  which  they  were  taken. 
For  instance,  all  the  Spanish,  French,  and  German  tfans^ 
latioiis  of  the  New  Testament^  -  made  before  the  six* 
teenth  century,  were  tafcdn  iuMMiiately  from  the  Latin; 
and  therefore  even  in  thote  examples  where  they  are 
ooanimous  m  a  reading,  tbei«>  milted  voices  are  of  n^ 
auth<Hity  than  that  of  the  Latin  version  alone. 

:  a2  As 
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As  it  is  ^no^dal9  intention  to  ^rik^  general  history  of 
the  versions  of  the  New  Testamo^y^  I  ^all  confine  my 
inquirifs  to  those  which  admit  ^.critical  application : 
these  are  the  Syriac,  Coptic,  Arabfc,  iEthiopic,  Arme- 
nian, Persian,  Latin,  Gothic,  Anglo-Saxon,  «nd  Russian. 
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Of  the  dijygfiutjt&tonsqfihe  Syriac  version. 

'T'  H  E  tM^  accounts,  which  we  formerly  had  of  the 
Syriac  version,  were  in  Simon's  Histoire  critique 
des  versions  du  Nout'eau  Testament^  but  as  most  other 
writers  on  this  subject  have  betrayed  a  want  of  know- 
ledge, the  reader  will  excuse  the  prolixity,  which  is  un^ 
avoidable  on  the  present  occasion  ;  and  I  hope  the  more 
to  be  &voured  with  this  indulgence,  as  a  minute  inquiry 
into  the  Syriac  version^  since  the  first  publication  of  this 
work,  has  enabled  me  to  communicate  a  great  variety  of 
information,  in  regard  to  a  question  that  has  not  been 
Aimciently  examined.  I  published  in  the  year  1 755  a 
book  entitled  Curse  in  versionem  Syriacam  actuuni  apos* 
tolicorum,  cum  consectariis  criticis  de  indole,  cognatio* 
hibus,  et  usu  Versionis  Syriacse  tabularum  Novi  Foede* 
rb,  to  which  I  shall  firequently  refer  in  the  course  of  the 
present  chapter,  though  thirty  years  study  and  experience 
since  that  period  have  induced  me  in  some  points  to 
change  my  opinion.  Being  unwilling  to  transcribe  from 
a  work  that  is  easily  procured,  I  presuppose  it  in  the 
hands  of  my  readers,  as  it  will  greatly  facilitate  a  right 
understanding  of  the  following  remarks.  Of  the  various 
editions  of  the  Syriac  New  'l^stament,  especially  that  of 
Widmanstad,  a  circumstantial  account  may  be  seen  id 
the  second  volume  of  Hirt's  Orientalische  Bibliothek ' ;  a 
boQk  to  which  I  acknowledge  nly  obligations  for  the 
corcektion  of  several  mmm  in  tht  two  first  editions  of 
this  Introduction,  occasioned  by  the  misfortune  of  being 
unable  to  procure  the  dt&rent  editions  of  the  Syriac 

version^ 
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Tenioo,  and  being  obliged  therefore  to  rely  on  accounts,' 
whicb  I  have  since  found  to  be  erroneous. 

The  old  Syriac  ver^o,  whidi  must  be  carefuHy  dis* 
tbgoished  from  those  made  in  a  later  period,  contains 
only  the  £[>ur  Gospeb,  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles,  the  epis^ 
tits  of  St  Paul  including  that  to,  the  Hebrews,  the  6r8t 
epistle  of  St  John,  the  6rst  epistle  of  St.  Peter,  and  the 
epistle  of  St  James.  It  is  called  by  the  Syrians  Pesluto, 
that  is»  the  literal,  though  in  fact  it  is  much  less  so  than. 
tbe  new  Syriac  version,  which  will  be  described  in  a  foU 
loving  section '.  It  lias  neither  the  story  of  the  adul- 
teress in  the  eighth  chapter  of  St  John  s  Gospel,  nor 
Ibe  cdebrated  passage  i  John  v.  7.  on  which  the  reader 
may  oHisult  Assemani  Bibliotheca  orientalis,  Tom.  II. 
p.  279.  This  version,  which  is  that  of  our  common  edi^ 
tioQS)  b  in  general  use  among  the  Syrian  Christians  of 
every  denomination,  whether  Nestorians,  Jacobites^  or 
Maixmites^. 

The  epistle  to  the  Hebrews,  though  contained  in  all 
ttie  copies  of  the  Peshito,  seems  not  to  have  been  trans- 
Wied  by  the  same  person  who  translated  the  other  books 
of  the  New  Testament  It  is  true  that  the  language  is 
eqoally  pure,  and  the  version  made  whh  equal  ^fluency 
and  ease ;  yet  there  is  a  manifest  difference  in  the  modes 
of  expression,  a  circumstance  to  which  my  attention  was 
first  directed  by  my  late  father,  when  he  instructed  me 
in  Syriac,  and  which  induced  him  to  ascribe  the  version 
of  this  epistle  to  a.  different  translator.  In  the  other 
booiES  of  the  New  Testament  }joia  is  used  to  signify  a 
Priest,  and  )xno  o;  a  High  Priest ;  but  in  the  epbtle  to 
the  Hebrews,  instead  of  these  words,  we  find  constantly 
kaaK>»  and  l^^cos^  cs;,  whence  |Zo;l^:qo  is  used  for  Priest-* 
bood,  a  difference  which  is  the  mere  striking,  because 
die  translator  of  the  other  books  has  never  taken  )f^Q^ 
bat  in  the  sense  of  an  Heathen  Priest  %  This  differencQ 
is  retained  even  in  the  Erpenian  Arabic  translation  of 

the 
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the  Syria/c  version,  kl^  Arabic  tranatatgr  having  uaed  io 
tbc  epistle  to  the  Hebrews  a  different  expression^  wbicb 
is  found  in  that  sen^  in  no  Arabic  Lexicon,  namely, 

vering  on  this  subject,  and  being  inclined  either  to  the 
affirmative  or  the  negative,  as  new  observatiotis  occurred, 
my  doubts  have  been  very  lately  removed  by  a  discovery, 
vbich  has  confirmed  me  in  the  opinion  of  my  father.  It 
relates  to  Ueb.  iii.j.  and  iv.  7.  in  which  passages  a  quo-> 
tation  is  made  from  Psahn  xcv.  7«  B^Dlfirrv  tnpl  Qt^,  where 
the  prefix  2,  which  is  not  rendered  in  the  Septuagint, 
gives  the  Hebrew  a  sense  different  from  that  of  the 
Greek ' :  yet  the  Syriac  translator  lias  precisely  expressed 
what  is  found  in  the  Hebrew,  namely,  ,^^^^/  '■v  ^^  J . 
I  immediately  referred  to  tlie  Syriac  version  of  the  Psalms, 
and  found  the  very  same  words,  which  are  used  by  the  trans* 
lator  of  this  epistle ;  whence  it  is  natural  to  suppose  that 
be  copied  the  quotation  from  the  Syriac  Psalms,  and  this 
supposition  is  rendered  more  probable  by  the  circum- 
stance, that,  when  no  allusion  is  made  to  this  Psalm,  as 
Heb.  iii.  15.  where  the  author  himself  speaks,  the  trans* 
lator  has  ^^v^^/  01^^  Lp£^  ^ .  I  then  compared  Heb.  iii. 
7 — 11.  with  Psalm  xcv.  7 — 11.  and  found  that  these 
two  whole  passages  agreed  word  for  word  in  the  Syriao 
Psalms  and  version  of  this  epistle,  with  this  only  except- 
tion,  that  the  translator  of  this  epistle  has  inserted  in  the 
tenth  verse  )joi\l^,  because  tio  was  used  in  the  Greek, 
which  be  thought  improper  to  omit.  Another  extraor* 
dinary  circumstance  is,  that  throughout  the  whole  epis«* 
tie  where  H»r»  roc^^iy  Mnx^ivihjt  stands  in  the  Greek^  we 
find  in  the  Syriac  translation  co!U£il:k>;  JZq^,a,  i.  e.  '  ia 
the  likeness  of  Melchisedek*,'  exactly  in  the'  same  man** 
ner  as  in  the  Syriac  Psalm  ex.  4.  and  where  this  verse  is 
quoted  in  the  epistle  to  the  Hebrews,  namely  ch.  vii.  ai. 
instead  of  h  jMarajtAfXiflfio-irAi,  a  verb  is  used  in  the  Syriac 

vcrsioa 

4  See  note  76  to  the  epistle  to  the  Hebrews.^ 

*  It  may  be  also  observed,  that  Mdcbi^edek,  had  it  betii  taken  from 
the  Greek,  would  have  beeo  probably  written  not  with  Zain  but  witk 
Samech,  CD^maoNV).    See  the  S;^riac  Gramniar*>  §'9« 
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^enioD  which  s^rnfics  ^  to  lie/  or  ^  to  deceive/  a  cir^^ 
in  which  the  Syrtac  epistle  again  bvmoDises 
passage  in  the  Syriac  Psahm,  where,  tliough  a 
lerb  IB  used,  yet  it  has  preceely  the  same  senaci 
11k  passage,  in  the  Paakns  is  fA>)?  cor^u  p»  )^;^^}:ku 
1^-^^^  tfi^flViyO  >o\s.\  j;Vtfvr>oot,in  the  epistle  |«p6  |2ia» 
•oei^it^^  diZo2e^  )a\\\  (psok^  oca  jAt)!  ?i,^  ^d^  Stnet 
tfaerefioK  the  Syriac  transhitor  of  the  Il|)btl6  to  the  Hc»* 
brews  has  copied  the  quotation  from  the  Syriac  version 
<rf  the  PsaliD%  the  fnmer  was  of  course  tratislated  in  a 
period  sidisequent  to  the  latter,  and  as  the  Syrian  Chris- 
tisiis  oodoubtBdly  translated  the  New  Testammt  before 
the  Oid,  the  real  state  of  the  case  appears  to  be  as 

fiallows: 

'^  If  it  be  asked,  whether  this  coincidence  with  the  Syriac  version 
9i  the  Pwlms  takes  place  in  every-^uotation  from  that  book  in  the 
apwile  to  tlie  Hebrews,  1  answer  ui  tikA  negathre,  Ou  a  compariaQa 
1  ibwid  tbe  proportion  to  be  as  follows : 

I)  lieb.  i.  5.  corresponds  exactly  to  Psalxn  ii.  y.aad  Hfib.  i.  7.  to 
Psalm  ciT.  4*  That  in  tbe  first  of  these  ej^aroples  we  find  \i\  tn  the 
e^lk,  )j)o  io  tbe  Psalm,  is  of  no  importance^  for  tbe  author  *of  th^s 
£rpesiaii  Arabic  version  must  h^ve  ibund  \^\o  ,  as  he  has  translate^ 

it  by  \SI^    These  examples,  however,  afford  no  positive  proofs  sinoe 

tbe  coiDcidcnce  mig^it  arise  from  piere  accident*. 

s)  The  following  passag^a  are  so  oearly  alike  that  the  difference 
veuU  perhaps  vanish,  if  we  bad  various  readings  to  both  versions^ 
vix.lleb.  i.  S,  9*  to  Psalm  xlv.  7,  S.  and  Heb.  i.  13.  to  PsaLcx.  i.' 

S)  The  following  passages  differ  from  each  other,  but  it  must  be 
remarked,  th^t  this  difference  is  occasioned  by  the  circumstance  that 
thne  quotations  in  the  Greek  text  of  the  epistle  to  tbe  Hebrews, 
difitr  from  the  Hebrew  text  and  Syriac  version  of  the  Psafaas,  viz. 
Heb.  i.  6.  Psalm  xcvii.  7.  where  it  is  even  doubted  whether  this  or 
aaHtber  Psalm  is  Quoted.  Heb.  i.  10,  11,  12.  Psalm  niu  a6-— 28. 
Heb.n.  6 — S.  Psalm  viii.  5 — 8.  where  the  fine  language  of  the 
Syriac  Psalm  is  so  different  from  that  of  the  Septuagint  and  the 
ynjliou  in  the  epistle,  that  it  could  hardly  be  admitted  in  the 
inuMlatioii  of  the  epistle*.  Heb.  x.  5 — 7*  Psalm  xl.  7 — 9.  where  no 
fchhfel  translator  coaki  have  adopted  the  text  of  the  Syriac  Psalm, 
wIMi  has  .A^  Aoai  \m\  »  aures  mihi  perfodisti,  wbei^eas  that  of 
tbe  qvotation  in  the  epistle,  which  follows  the  text  of  the  Septuagint, 
IS  M^  nmr^^m  |*ii.  It  was  therefore  necessary  to  give  a  new 
tcaiiilalioii. 
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follows :  The  old  Sy riac  trainslator  ihade  iiis  version  from 
the  earliestcollection  of  the  books  of  the  New  Testament, 
in  which  the  epistle  to  the  Hebrews  was  not  contained, 
because  its  authority  was  doubted :  t6  the  translation 
of  the  New  Testament  followed  that  of  the  Old,  and 
in  the  meaq  time  the  epistle  to  the  Hebrews  having 
lieen  admitted  into  the  sacred  canon,  it  was  afterwards 
translated  into  tyriac  by  a  different  |)erson;  who  this 
person  was,  and  in  what  age  he  lived,  a  total  want  of 
historical  accounts  makes  it  impossible  to  determine. 
'  This  version  was  first  made  known  in  Europe  by 
'^oses  of  Mardin,  whose  life .  is  related  at  large  in 
Assemani  bibliotheca  orientalis*.  He  wassent  by  Ignatius, 
patriarch  of  the  Maronite  Christians,  in  the  year  1552, 
to  pope  Julius  in.  to  acknowledge  in  the  name  of  the 
Syrian  church  the  supremacy  of  the  Roman  Pontiff,  and 
-was  commissioned  at  the  same  time  to  have  die  Syriac 
New  Testament  printed  in  Europe'.  No  one  could  be 
found  either  at  Rome  or  at  Venice,  who  would  under- 
take, the  work :  but  at  last  Albert  Widmanstad,  who  had 
^before  learnt  Syriac  **",  and  received  further. instruction 
from  Moses,  prevailed  with  the  emperor  Ferdinand  the 
Tirst  to  be  at  the  ex  pence  of  the  impression,  which  was 
committed  to  tlie  care  of  Moses,  and  Widmanstad  \  who 
for  some  time  were  assisted  by  William  Postell'.  To 
these  persons  we  are  indebted  for  the  first  edition  of  the 
Syriac  New  Testament,  printed  at  Vienna  in  1555*",  in 

which 

«  Tom.  I.  p.  535. 

^  Widmanstad  assumed  in  Italy  the  name  of  Joannes  Lucretius. 

*  See  llirt's  Orient.  Bib.i>  Vol.  II.  p.  272. 

^  The  occasion  of  the  mistake,  into  which  some  of  the  learned  have 
fallen,  that  this  edition  was  printed  in  1562,  is  assigned  by  Dr.  Hirt, 
.p.  266,  267,  and  285 — 28S.  Namely,  in  some  of  the  copies,  on  the 
'  reverse  of  the  title  page,  are  the  arms  of  the  printer  Zynmiermann, 
with  the  folluwmg  subscription,  Cum  Rom.  Cses.  Maj.  gratia  et  pri- 
vilegio  cautmn  est  ut  nemo  deinceps  hoc  opus  imprimat.  Viennac 
Austria  excudebat  Michael Zymmermann,  Anno  M.D.LXH.  Dr.Hirt 
Supposes  with  great  probability,  that  this  was  the  year  in  which  the 

printer 
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^bkh  the  two  last  epistles  of  St  John,  the  second  of 
St  Peter,  the  epistle  of  St  Judf ,  and  the  ReFelatioQ  of 
St  John  are  wanting.  A  thousand  copies  were  printed^ 
of  which  the  emperor  reserved  to  himself  five  hundred  for 
sal^  sent  three  hundred  to  the  two  Syrian  patriarchs^ 
and  made  a  present  to  Moses  of  two  hundred  copies, 
together  with  twenty  dollars.  An  account  of  this  beautiful 
and  exceedingly  scarce  edition  may  be  found  in  Simon 
Hist.  Crit  p.  171.  in  the  second  part  of  the  first  volume 
of  the  Memoirs  of  a  Library  in  Halle  V,  p.  91.  and 
particolarly  in  Hirt's  Orient.  Bibliothek'^  Professor 
Bnins  has  observed  in  the  fifteenth  volume  of  the  Reper- 
torium,  p.  1 54.  that  amohc  the  errata,  silbjoined  to  this 
edition,  are  four  various  readings  marked  with  an  asterisk, 
which  are  not  taken  from  Syriac  manuscripts,  but  fi'om 
Greek  editions ;  and  it  was  therefore  an  error  to  admit 
them  iDlo  the  later  editions  of  the  Syriac  version  '^.  This 
Editio  Prioceps  will  ever  retain  its  intrinsic  vahie. 

The  other  editions  are  described  in  Andr.  Miilleri 
Dissert  de  versionibus  Syriacis,  printed  in  his.  Symbols^ 
SyriacsB  '^  to  whose  account  several  additions  have  been 
iBttde  by  Brans,  p.  157.  of  the  Repertorium  published 
by  Eichhom. 

2.  ^remellius  sedition  at  Geneva  1569,  in  folio'.  It 
is  a  copy  of  the  former,  though  not  in  Syriac  but 
Hebrew  letters.  The  Greek  .text  with  Beza's  version,  is 
printed  with  it,  to  whk:h  Tremellius  added  a  Latin  trans* 
latioD  of  the  Syriac,  which  is  said  to  be  very  literal  '^ 
He  bad  -a  Syriac  manuscript  from  the  Heidelberg  library, 
of  which  he  is  accused  by  Simon  of  having  made  little 
or  no  056 ;  but  whether  the  charge  is  grounded  I  am 
liable  to  determine,  as  this  edition  is  neither  in.  my 

library 

fnater  purchased  the  remainder  of  the  copies  which  the  emperor  had 
reterred  for  sale.  In  the  copy  preserved  in  the  University  library 
at  GottingeD,  are  the  arms  and  suhscription,  but  in  that  of  which 
liB  in  poosession,  they  are  wanting  ^\ 

'  it  has  been  said  that  the  original  edition  appeared  at  Heidelberg 
la  13689  to  which  Dr.  Hirt  replies,  p.  290.  that  the  work  was  printed 
at  Geneva  in  1569^  though  the  dedication  is  dated  Heidelberg^ 
1  Maich  1568. 
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this  edition  ou^ht  to  be  considered  as  a  supplement  to 
the  Hebrew  Bible  printed  >y  Plantin  in  1573  and  1574, 
or  be  referred  to  the  same  year  with  the  following  edi- 
tion; a  doubt  which  I  am  unable  to  remove  ^^  I  have 
been  informed  by  a  friend,  that  there  is  a  copy  of  this 
edition  in  the  Weimar  library  with  various  readings, 
ivhich  some  one  has  written  in  the  margin  from  a  Codex 
ViennensiSy  but  without  giving  any  description  of ,  this 
manuscript  ^^.  This  copy  might  be  of  use  in  biblical 
criticism. 

5.  An  Antwerp  edition,  in  i6"%  consisting  of  380 
pagesy  likewise  from  the  press  of  Plantin,  with  Raphe!- 
ing's  various  readings,  printed,  like  the  foregoing  with 
Hebrew  letters  \ 

Two  other  Antwerp  editions  are  mentioned  by  M iilldry 
printed  in  Syriac  letters,  the  one  1567,  the  other  1620. 
But  the  former,  according  to  Masch's  account,  is  the 
same  with  the  Polyglot  mentioned  No.  3.  and  the  latter 
is  either  the  same  with  Trost's  edition,  or  has  never 
existed. 

.  6.  The  Paris  edition  of  1 584,  under  the  title  of  No* 
vum  Testamentum,  HIVfn  Np/n  >  a  xam^n  5»«^iiJoi,  No- 
vum Jesu  Christi  D.  N.  Testamentum.  Ad  Christianis- 
simum  Galliae  et  Polonioe  regem  Henricum  IIL  Potentiss, 
et  Invictiss.  Principem,  Christianas  religiouis  vindiceoi 
etassertorem  unicum.  Parisiis  mdlxxxiiit.  ApiidJo- 
bannem  fienenatum.  This  edition  contains  the  Greek 
text,  the  Vulgate,  and,  what  is  the  most  material,  the 
Syriac  version  ^',  accompanied  with  a  Latin  translation 
over  each  line,  but  this  translation  is  different  from  that 
in  the  Antwerp  Polyglot,  and  is  less  literal.  Those 
books,  and  passages  which  belong  not  to  the  old  Syriac 
version,  are  faithfully  omitted,  though  the  columns  of 
the  Greek  and  Latin  texts  are  continued :  but  we  must 
except  the  interpolation  at  the  end  of  the  episUe  to  the 
Romans,  which  neither  formed  a  part  of  the  old  Syriac 
version,  nor  was  admitted  into  the  first  editions.  I  will 
not  accuse  Le  Fevre '%  because  it  does  not  appear  that 

he 

;  See  Hirt's  Orient.  Bibl.  Vol.  II.  p.  agfi.* 
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he  himself  took  part  in  the  work,  ttiough  he  proBloted 
it,  aod  wrote  the  dedication  "*•  Perhaps  it  was  inserted 
by  the  piinter;  but  whoever  was  the  person»to  whosi 
it  must  be  ascribed  %  he  has  produced  in  this  instance 
a  false  copy  of  the  Syriac  text. 

The  dedication  written  by  Le  Fevre,  and  addressed 
to  Henry  III.  b  a  master-piece  of  pedantry  and  super-? 
sdtion,  yet,  though  it  capuot  be  read  without  laughter, 
it  contains  several  important  accounts,  especially  those 
which  relate  ta'the  Syriac  editions  of  the  New  Testa- 
jneot  Hith  Hebrew  types.  This  writer  was  a  profound 
linguist^  and  zealoiy  advocate  for  the  Catholic  religion, 
bat  incredibly  weak  and  superstitious.  He -describes  to 
the  fious  Henry  the  signs  and  wonders  which  should 
precede  the  second  coining  of  the  Son  of  man,  among 
which  he  reckons  the  foundation  of  the  French  order  of 
knights  da  Saint  Esprit,  which  he  considers  as  a  second 
nslance  in  which  the  prophecy  was  fulfilled  of  the  effur 
aoQ  of  the  Holy  Ghost,  and  subjoins  an  account  of  se- 
veral extraordinary  appearances  in  the  heavens,  observed 
at  Meissen  in  Saxony.  A  general  conversion  of  unbe- 
lievers was  likewise  to  take  place,  for  which  purpose  the 
Idag  of  France  was  to  declare  war  on  the  Turks,  and 
be  assisted  in  the  expedition  by  the  first-born  Son  of  tb^ 
Churchy  but  the  conversion  ci;  the  Jews  was  to  be  ef- 
fected by  printing  the^yriae  New  Testament  hi  Hebrew 
letters.  Speaking  of  the  Antwerp  Polyglot,  p.  16.  he 
'  says,  in  qu^  prseter   csteros  labores,  mihi  cum  aliis 

doctis 

*  Le  Fevre,  p.  16.  of  the  dedication,  writes  as  follows:  Cum 
aMo  1581,  regia  majestas  tua  in  aulam  soam  istinc  me  avocassett 
ccftior  fiictos  som  typoffrapbum  Benenatum  (quod  equidero  nomen 
HJi  aaaume  convenit,  qaippe  qui  ad  id  unum  natus  et  anatura  confor- 
xnalas  ndeatar,  ut  bonas  literas,  et  imprimis  sacras,  sua  sedulitate 
pnaaoveai)  iwcnndam  editionem  secundum  exscriptionem  meam  Uteris 
Habrakis  aed  absque  punctis  feliciter  incboasse,  miro  quidem  gandio 
aa  periosos,  ntque  ab  incepto  non  deststeret  eum  vebementer  sum 
adhoitatiis :  et  quidem  nisi  alia  uegotia  non  minoris  forsan  moment! 
me  domam  revocassent,  eum  lubenter  mea  qualecunque  opera,  in 
tMns  operis  editione  sublevassem. 

*  Perhaps  to  Benenatus  (Bienne)  himself,  for  Le  Fevre,  p.  17. 
to  bxm  mtdlm  et  diutarnae  vigiliae  et  iudefesii  labores. 
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ddctis  tommuned.  Novum  Jesu  Ctoristi  Domini  nostri 
Testametttum  ex  cbartictere  Syrd  in  litems  Hebrsucad 
tMinecripsi  ac  latines  iolerpretationis  faoibus  collustra^^i ; 
BiMiorum  vero  apparatui  lexicon  Syro^Cbaldaicum  et 
RabbiniciHn  adjeci,  ut  lingua  Syra,  incarnati  Verb!  ore 
divino  cotisecrat^,  Virgini  Mariee  Deigenitrici  popularise 
aposlolrs  omnibus  vernacula  et  in  qua  Cbristus  ipse  evan*- 
gelium  suum  promulgavit  qoam  latissiihe  fieri  possent, 
per  universam  ecclesiam  difiunderetur,  ut  et  Christtani 
et  Judffii  proselyti  ejus  beneflcio  juvarentur,  illi  quidem 
ut  in  officio  retinerentur,  magisque  ac  magis  confirma^ 
rentur,  hi  autem  ad  veritatis  cognitionem  adducerentur, 
et  a  castris  Mosis,  tanquam  a  primipilo  ad  imperatorem, 
in  castra  Christi  se  reciperent.  It  appears  then  tfad  He^ 
breeo^Syriac  editions  of  the  New  Testament  were  de^ 
aigned  to  answer  the  same  end  as  the  Jewisfa^G^rman 
versions,  published  by  order  of  the  Callenberg  insti-^ 
tutjon. 

y.  Elias  Hutter,  in  his  Opus  duodecim  linguarum^ 
or  Edition  of  the  New  Teistament  in  twelve  languages, 
published  in  1599,  inserted  likiswise  the  Syriac  versioti, 
and  because  several  books  were  wanting  in  the  precede 
ins  editions,  he  Undertook  the  useless  and  ridiculous 
laoour  of  translating  them  himself  into  Syriac,  with  the 
story  of  the  adulteress  in  6t.  John's  Gospel,  as  if  it  were 
.a.  matter  of  importance  to  have  a  modem  translation  of 
a  book,  which  we  are  able  to  read  in  the  original,  fie*^ 
iides,  it  has  a  great  number  of  faults  "*,  and  hardly  de« 
fterves  a  place  in  a  library ''. 

8.  The  Cothen  edition,  by  Martin  Trost,  1 62 1  ', 
4^.  It  is  prmted  in  Syriac  letters,  is  in  several,  places 
pointed,  has  a  translation,  and  a  collection  of  various 
readings,  which  were  printed  by  Walton,  in  the  sixth 
volume  of  the  London  Polyglot ''.  Those  parts,  which 
belong  not  to  the  old  Syriac  versioni  Trost  has  very 
properly  omitted  •♦. 

9.  tn 

•  Sec  the  remarks  of  Bruns  in  the  Reperioriuro.  Vol.  XV.  p.  159*. 
'  Some  of  the  cofm  have  on  the  tiUe-poge  tho  date  i6a2. 
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3  In  the  m^ctn  time  Lud.  de  Dieu  pufaKshed  the 
B«wliUoaof  Stu  JoHn»  from  a  maDuscript  formerly  in 
the  pofisessba  of  SosiUger  ",  which  I  believe  to  be  very 
fculty,  k  1627,  «*  l^^yden,  and  reprinted  it  in  1643, 
IS  an  Appendix  to  liis  Animadversiones  in  loca  diffici-* 
Ikua  V,  ei  >J .  "XeBtSLmenti  ^\  in  Syriac  and  Hebrew 
letters. 

10.  Pococke  pix\>\lshed  at  Leyden,  1630,  from  Eng- 
M  tttna^criptB  ^'^ ,  tbe  four  epistles  wanting  in  the  iold 
Syrac,  namely,  ttie  second  epistle  of  St.  Peter,  the 
second  and  Ihlrd  of  St  John,  and  the  epistle  of  St 
JlKle^ 

w.  M\  these    parts  of  the  Syriac  New  Testament 
^ere  coWected  and   published  in  the  Paris  Polyglot,  in 
S^imc  letters.      I  have  a  strong  suspicion  that  the  text 
oC  tfatt  edidon  has  been  altered  from  mere  ebnjedare, 
H  Veasl  maaj  passages  in  the  book  of  Revelation  difier 
framtbe  ^nt  edition,  without  any  reason  b^ing  assigned 
Sorftic  alteration;  and  Gabriel  Sionita^  who  had  the 
care  of  the  Paris  Polyglot,  was  not  a  man  on  whom  we 
aoi  rdy  '*.     The  Latin  translauons,  which  he  has  given 
<if  die  Syriac  Old  and  New  Testament,  are  executed 
wkfa  the  greatest  inaccuracy,  though  the  task  of  a  trans-^ 
lator  is  easier  than  that  of  a  critic.     In  almost  every 
page  we  may  discover  errors,  that  betray  either  hurry 
or  ignomnce,  and  not  seldom  bpth  qualides  united. 
The  Syrians  in  general  make,  use  of  vowel-points  in 
those  places  only,  where  their  absence  might  occasion 
amt^uity^,  but  Gabriel  Sionita  has  added  them  ia 
every  word.     In  the  arrangement  of  his  points  he  has 
abided  by  a  strict  analogy^  from  which  modem  gram- 
have  derived  their  rules ;  whether  this  analogy 
founded  on  the  authority  of  Syriac  manuscripts,  or 
Itis  own  conjecture,  I  will  not  pretend  to  determine, 
tiut  it  18  certain  that  the  Roman  editions,  published  by 
the  AssemanSy  differ  in  many  cases  from  his  method  of 
pointing.     The  more  I  consider  him  as  a  critic, .  the  l^s 

reason, 

^  For  a  description  of  the  two  laet-mentiooed  editions;  see  Hirt*t 
OrieBt  BibK  Voh  I!,  p.  30^— 3*«  * 
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reason  I  find  to  value  bin),  and  omit  therefore  at  pre- 
sent what  I  had  written  in  the  two  first  editions,  to  the 
disparagement  of  Gutbier,  who  in  his  edition  of  the 
Syriac  New  Testameot  had  departed  from  the  rules  of 
Gabriel  Sionita,  for  as  these  are  very  uncertain,  it  is 
possible  that  Gutbier  s  Syriac  manuscript  was  pointed 
on  different  principles. 

1 2.  The  next  edition  appeared  in  the  London  Poly- 
glot, in  which  the  story  of  the  adulteress  was  added, 
'fi-om  a  manuscript  in  the  possession  of  Archbishop 
Usher**,  and  preceded  by  the  following  inscriptions 
l^^jiiao  v.#oioA«|  p!  ]Aa«^^  jZA^I  w*oi  \]i:^?  \i^}^  Lesson  of  the 
sinner,  that  is  hot  contained  in  the  Peshito  %  But 
1  John  V.  7.  is  faithfully  omitted. 

13*  The   edition    of  ^gidius    Gutbier,    Hamburgh 
1664.     As  this  edition  is  in  general  use  in  Germany,  a 
description  of  it  would  be  unnecessary  ^ ;  I  shall  there-* 
fore  only  obti^rve,  that  it  materi^ly  differs,  especially  in 
tlie  punctuation,  from  the  Paris  and  London  Polyglots, 
for  which  the  editor  appeals  to  the  authori^  of  a  ma- 
nuscript, which  he   had  borrowed  from    L'£mpereur». 
and  from  which  he  had. pointed  his  copy  of  the  edition 
published  by  Trost     But  to  enable  the  reader  to  ex- 
amine at  one  view  in  what  respects  bis  edition  differed 
from  the  preceding,  he  added  in  1667^  Notas  critical 
in  N.  T.  Syriacum,  quibus  prascipua  variae  punctationis 
exempla,  alia&que  variantes  lectiones,  quae  observatio- 
'  Bern  merentur,  inter  se  conferuntur.     The  storv  of  the 
adulteress  he  has  inserted  from  the  London  Polyglot,^ 
and  has  taken  the  unwarrantable  liberty  of  intruding 
into  the  text  the  Syriac  translation   of   1  John  v«  7^ 
made  by  Tremellius. 

Having  formerly  made  use  of  this  edition  in,  reading 
lectures  on  the  Syriac  New  Testament,  my  hearers  fre- 
quently observed  that  the  readings  in  their  copy  differed 

froxa 

'  Illam  historiani  non  interpretatus  est  Potycarpus,  vd  si  qais  alius, 
erat  Philoxenianos  versionis  auctor,  sed  Maras  earn  ititerpreutus  eat 

postea  anno  Donini  5«s. 

AVhite's  ed.  of  the  Philoxenian  versioD,  p.  628. 
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firom  those  in  mine,  and  produced  frequently  the  very 
same  reading  which  Gutbier,  in  his  Notae  criticse,  had 
alleged  as  that  of  the  London  Polyglot,  and  ad  diffenent 
from  his  own.  Another  extraordinary  circumstance  is, 
thai  in  some  copies  the  figures  prefixed  to  each  verse  are 
smaller  10  the  Gospel  of  ot  Matthew,  than  in  the  remain- 
der of  the  New  Testanoent,  but  in  others  they  are  of  the 
same  size.  These  difficulties  I  can  solve  in  no  other,  man- 
ner, than  by  supposing  that  the  work  has  undergone  seve- 
ral editions,  though  the  date  is  the  same  iu  each^'.  •  An 
editioQ  b  said  to  have  been  published  at  Leipzig  in 
1 748,  and  another  at  Hamburg'  in  1749,  but  I  doubt 
of  the  existence  of  both,  as  no  one,  to  my  knowledge^ 
has  seen  a  copy  of  either,  and  since  that  time  the  book 
is  become  really  scarce. 

14.  Christian  Knorre  of  Rosenroth,  published  at 
Saltdnch  in  16849  the  Syriac  New  Testament  in  He- 
brew letters  witiiojit  points.  This  edition  I  have  never 
seal,  but  Schaaf,  in  the  preface  to  his  Syriac  Testament, 
s^^  that  it  is  only  a  re-impression  of  the  Antwerp  edi- 
tion^ mentioned  above.  No.  4  and  No*  5. 

15.  The  very  best  edition  of  the  Syriac  JJ'ew  Testa- 
weot  is  undoubtedly  that  of  Leyden,  published  by 
Schaaf  in  1709,  *  and  reprinted  in  1717^.  The  very 
excellent  Lexicon  which  is  annexed  to  it  will  ever  re- 
tain its  value,  being,  as  far  as  regards  the  New  Testa- 
ment, extremely  accurate  and  complete,  and  supplying 
in  some  measure  the  place  of  a  concordance.  The  varia^ 
N.  T.  versionis  Syriacse  lectiones  ex  omnibus  editionibus 
nHiito  sudore  collects  are  the  best  collection  which  have 
tutherto  been  given.  The  Latin  translation  is  the  only 
part  of  the  work  which  had  been  better  omitted;  not 
that  any  objection  can  be  made  to  its  accuracy,  but 
because  it  enhances  the  price  of  a  most  useful  edition, 
and  a  translation  of  the  Syriac  Testament  is  unnecessary 
for  a  scholar,  who  has  devoted  half  a  year's  diligence  to 
that  language.  The  editor  says,  in  his  preface,  ^  ut 
textus  Syrus  inteUectu.facilior  essel^  ad  latus  adjunxi  ver- 

latioam,  ex  omnibus  ejus  versionibus   latinis, 
Voi^  IL  B  imprimis 
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^mprimis  Tremelliana,  et  ubicunque  inihi  videbatur 
commodum,  propria  opera  composiUm/  Scbaaf»  ia 
Gommon  with  several  other  editors,  has  been  guilty  of 
interpolating  i  John  v.  7.  not  on  the  authority  of  a 
manuscript,  but  from  the  Syriac  translation,  which  Tre- 
mellius  made  of  this  verse  from  the  Latin.  He  has* 
likewise  interpolated  in  other  places,  as  Acts  viii.  37. 
XV.  34. .  See  my  Curae  in  actus  apost  syr.  p.  100.  and 
118. 

Witli  respect  to  the  arrangement  of  the  voweb, 
Schaaf  and  Leusden  who  assisted  at  the  commence- 
ment of  the  work»  were  of  different  sentiments,  but  the 
former,  though  undoubtedly  in  the  right,  submitted 
through  respect  to  the  latter,  regarding  him,  as  he  him* 
self  expresses  it,  like  a  father.  The  work  was  printed 
as  far  as  Luke  xv.  20.  when  Leusden  died,  and  from 
Luke  X viii.  27.  where  a  new  sheet  begins,  the  points 
are  arranged  according  to  the  better  judgment  of 
3chaaf.. 

16.  Lastly,  the  Syriac  version  of  the  New  Testament 
was  published  at  Leipzig  1713,  fol.  in  Christiani  Rein*, 
eccii  Biblia  quadrilinguia^. 


SECT.    III. 

Of  the  manuscripts  of  the  old  Syriac  vei'sion. 

^HOUGH  the  Syriac  New  Testament  has  been  so 
frequently  printed,  yet  as  this  version  is  of  the 
greatest  importance,  a  new  edition,  corrected  from  the 
most  authentic  manuscripts,  is  still  wanting.  In  the 
Cune  in  Actus  Apost,  I  have  taken  notice  of  several 
f^Lults  in  our  present  editions,  and  in  confirmation  of  my 
remarks  have  appealed  to  the  Arabic  version  made  froiti 
the  Syriac  :  several  of  these  remarks,  especially  that  on 
Acts  xii.  1  o.  have  been  again  confirmed  by  a  very  an- 
cient manuscript,  in  the  possession  of  Mr.  Ridley.  In 
this  manuscript,  the  four  Gospels  aw .  a  copy  of  the 

4  version 
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version  of  Philoxenus,  but  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles,  and 
tile  episdes,  are  the  old  Syriac '.  As  appears  from  the 
sabsoiption,  it  belonged  in  the  twelfth  century  to  Dio* 
nysius  Barsilibieus,  a  roan  of  great  renown  among  the 
Syrians,  who  corrected  in  several  places  what  seemed  to 
be  erroneous.  In  the  preface  to  the  Cune,  p.  11,  12. 
aie  given  several  examples,  in  which  it  difiers  in  ttie  Acta 
of  the  Apostles  from  our  printed  editions  ^,  and  I  will  here 
produce  several  others  where  the  common  text  is  proba* 
biy  spurious.  Matth.  ix.  36.  all  the  editions,  not  ex- 
oeptiog  the  Editio  princeps  of  Widmanstad,  have  for 
if(tfAfu9Qtf  ^p^  soluti,  a  manifest  erratum  for  ,^^  pro- 
jttdy  the  reading  of  the  Philoxenian  version.  *  Mark 
xiii.  37.  for  vAo-i  Aiyv,  the  common'  text  has  ^^v-^v 
that  is  ororif  v/Aiv,  again  an  erratum  for  ^V-^v  omni* 
bus,  as  in  the  Philoxenian  version'.  The  *  seven  stadia,' 
^r^  i^^'")  for  o-aCCarji  cfcif\  which  I  mentioned  in 
me  Curas,  p.  55.  as  probably  a  modem  scholion,  be- 
cause the  Erpenian  Arabic  version  expresses  simply  '  a 
sabbath  day's  journey,'  no  one  will  undertake  to  defend, 
who  has  read  the  observations  of  Ludovicus  de  Dieu  on 
this  passage.  Acts  ii.  42.  for  x»ty»iri«  we  find  )^^»>»-^|  % 
but  it  is  very  improbable,  that,  in  the  time  of  the  old 
Syriac  translator,  xMw^a  had  received  the  church  sense 
of  the  word,  ^  communion  of  the  sacrament  ;*  and  what 
is  extraordinary,  iv^^fifM  is  written  in  SyriaC  charac- 
ters, when  a  different  word  is  used  in  the  original, 
though  it  was  not  the  usual  practice  of  the  Syriac  trans- 
lator to  adopt  Greek  words  on  other  occasions*.  The 
author  of  the  Erpenian  Arabic  version,  who  translated 
from  the  old  Syriac,    found  no  such  reading  in  his 

time,  having  rendered  the  passage  ^  (jj>^^  l^'^bi 
jAs^jm^Dii  4j  «**^'  9  where  he  has  simply  and  lite- 
rally expressed  xet»«v»a^.  If  we  except  Acts  xx.  7, 
where  the  Arabic  translator  has  a  different  expression, 
^umJI  J^,  corpus  Christi,  we  find  )^mfooj 


part  of  the  Syriac  version,  and  even  there  it  is  probably 
spurious,  and  borrowed  from  the  usage  of  a  later  church  • 

B  2  Ileb. 
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Heb.  iv.  3.  xctSfu^  fifuxi,  for  which  no  various  readmg 
is  found,  is  expressed  in  the  Syriac  by  pDJ  ^t  )jl>«}  ,  an 
interrogation  instead  of  an  affirmation  :  this  is  undoubt- 
edly an  erratum  for  ^j*  \i:^\ ,  as  my  father  remarked  in 
the  margin  of  his  Syriac  Testament,  for  the  £rp.  Arab, 
version  has  Jl*  laa^^^  Heb.  iv.  12.  after  afiAw  n  xai 
jMvsXwy  in  the  Syriac  version,  is  added  a  word  that  ex- 
presses ofCMv,  though  found  in  not  a  single  Greek  manu- 
script :  the  text  in  this  ))assage  is  }^^>^  V^q^;o  jA«f^!o 
and  though  spurious^  fs  as  ancient  as  the  time  of  the 
Arabic  translator,  who  has  rendered  it  by  £^^\s  '-^^l^ 
^Usdl, :  but  the  interpolation  betrays  itself  by  a  gi*am- 
matical  error,  for  Dolath  ought  to  have  been  repeated, 
and  the  word  written  |io;^o .  The  Syriac  text,  Heb. 
vii.  11.  ^;oiJ!  oiZQ^r^^?|^9  which  is  translated  in  the 
Polyglots,  sed  dixit,  in  similifidinem  Aharon  erit,  is 
real  nonsense,  and  even  subversive  of  the  author  s  de- 
sigh  :  it  ought  to  be  ;^}  go ,  et  non  dixit,  as  in  the  Erp. 
Arab,  version  J**  jj,.  Heb.  vii.  21.  r«o!  r«o,  per  Da- 
videm,  is  a  modern  interpolation,  as  it  is  not  only  want- 
ing in  the  Greek  manuscripts,  but  also  omitted  by  the 
Arabic  translator.  2  Pet.  ii.  1.  |^Av^,  in  mundo,  is 
an  evident  erratum  for  {v^vv^ ,  in  populo,  as  in  the  Erp. 
Arab,  version  u.*«^l  ^^ .  Ver.  1 7.  for  viro  xxiXAiror, 
the  Syriac  version  has  v\Sw\  ^^^o ,  an  evident  erratum  for 
jVvVv  ^jo ,  as  remarked  by  my  father  in  the  margin  of 
his  Polyglot,  the  reading  of  the  Erp.  Ar.  version  being 

SJ*^^'  •    Ver.  1 8.  for  uirij oyxA,  the  Syriac  version  has 
^^c^v  risus,  which  my  father  supposed  to  be  an  error 

for  Vwjo^,  as  in  the  Erp.  Ar.  version  we  find^^^'  *% 

Mistakes  of  this  kind  I  find  continually  in  reading 
the  Syriac  New  Testament,  and  I  am  persuaded  there- 
fore, not  only  that  our  common  text  of  this  admirable 
version  deviates  from  the  genuine  original,  but  that  a 
multiplication  of  editions  has  been  only  a  multiplicatioa 
of  errors. 

A  Syriac  manuscript  of  the  Gospels,  preserved  at  Nu- 
renberg,  was  collated,  as  far  as  relates  to  the  two  first 

Evangelists, 
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Byaogdists,  by  John  Ernest  Gerhard  the  elder,  who 
published  at  Wittenberg  in  1646,  three,  if  not  more^ 
Exercitationes  ad  N.  T.  SyriacUm,  in  the  two  first  of 
which  he  gives  a  description  of  the  manuscript,  and  in 
the  third  quotes  and  criticises  the  various  readings.  Per* 
haps  he  was  too  minutely  attentive  to  the  difference  of 
piroctQation,  in  cases  where  it  regards  only  grammatical 
tzifies,  yet  he  has  shewn  himself  a  man  of  profound 
iearmng  in  bb  five-and-twentieth  year.  Afterwards  John 
Albrecht  published  at  Jena,  in  1666,  Variae  lectiones 
iWTsioDis  Syriacse  e  bibliotheca  Gerhardiana,  which  col* 
iecrion  had  been  made  by  Gerhard,  from  St.  Matthew 
and  St.  Mark,  but  the  preface  was  written  by  Albrecht, 
and  contains  a  description  of  the  Nurenberg  manuscript. 
From  John  ix.  48.  to  the  end,  it  is  written  by  a  diffe* 
rent  hand,  is  pointed  throughout,  which  is  not  usual 
among  the  Syrians,  and  the  subscription  written  by  the 
same  hand  as  the  latter  part,  bears  date  a.  c.  1246. 
Brans  has  likewise  communicated  various  readings,  from 
a  Wolfenbiittel  manuscript  of  the  four  Gospels,  in  Eich- 
hom's  Repertorium,  Vol.  XV.  p.  163 — 168.  and  Vol. 
XVL  p.  107 — 117.  . 

An  essential  service  would  be  rendered  to  biblical  cri- 
ticism by  any  man  qualified  for  the  -task,  who  would 
aodertake  the  compilation  of  a  complete  catalogue  of 
the  Syriac  manuscripts  of  the  New  Testament,  of  which 
certain  information  is  to  be  obtained ".  Scattered  ac- 
counts may  be  seen  in  Simon  Hist.  Crit.  des  Vers,  du 
N.  T.  ch.  xiv.  p.  169.  in  Walton's  prolegomena,  p.  91. 
\  17.  and  in  Josephi  Simonis  Assemani  Bibliotheca  Orient. 
Tom.  I.  p.  56],  562.  by  which  last  writer  we  are  in- 
formed, that  two  Syriac  manuscripts  of  the  four  Gospels 
are  preserved  in  the  Vatican,  one  dated  a  •  c.  548,  the 
other  736. '  The  Bibliotheca  Medicea,  published  by 
Stephen  Evodius  Asseman,  according  to  whose  account 
tfie  oldest  Syriac  manuscript  of  the  tour  Gospels  in  that 
tibnury  was  written  in  586,  and  Blanchini  evangeliarium 
qoadruplex  versionis  antiquse  latinss,  P.  I.  p.  541.  may 
be  fikewise  consulted.    But  we  must  not  conclude  that 

3  3  *    all 
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all  the  Syriac  manuscripts  are  as  ancient  as  is  implied 
by  their  dates,  for  later  copyists  have  often  transcribed 
the  date,  as  well  as  the  text  of  the  ancient  manuscript, 
not  through  ignorance,  or  with  a  design  to  impose,  but 
to  denote  the  edition  from  which  they  copied.  Those 
Dv  ho  make  a  profession  of  Syriac  literature  are  not  always 
attentive  to  this  circumstance,  yet  the  fact  is  undeniable, 
^nless  we  suppose  that  in  Syria,  a  country  which  has 
suffered  from  incessant  inroads  and  devastations,  more 
ancient  and  original  manuscripts  have  been  preserved 
than  in  any  nation  whatsoever. 

In  the  publication  of  a  new  edition  of  the  Syriac  Tes* 
tament,  the  Erpenian  Arabic  translation  might  be  treated 
nearly  as  a  manuscript  in  the  Episdes  and  Acts  of  the 
Apostles,  because. those  books,  except  in  a  few  instances, 
were  translated  immediately  from  the  ol(}  Syriac ' :  and 
the  same  may  be  said  of  the  Persian  translation,  as  far 
as  relates  to  the  four  Gospels.  Various  readings  might 
be  collected  from  the  Syriac  fathers,  not  only  from 
Ephrem,  whose  works  we  have  in  Syriac,  but  also  from 
the  fragments  of  other  writers,  collected  by  Asseman. 
In  short,  with  proper  attention,  an  almost  perfect  edi- 
tion might  be  formed,  in  comparison  with  those  which 
have  been  hitherto^  given ;  the  most  ancient  version  of 
the  New  Testament  merits  all  the  pains  that  we  are  able 
to  bestow,  and  no  work  would  more  eminently  contri- 
bute to  our  advancement  in  biblical  knowledge.  The 
rules  necessary  to  be  observed  in  collating  Ephrem  Sy* 
rus,  and  in  critical  inquiries  in  general  in  regard  to 
the  Syriac  version,  have  been  given  by  Storr,  in  his  Ob- 
servationes  super  versionibus  N.  T.  Syriacis,  published 
at  Studtgard  in  1772,  a  most  excellent  treatise,  and  in- 
dispensible  to  every  man  who  would  criticise  on  the  Sy* 
>riac  version.  No  one  is  more  qualified  to  put  these 
rules  in  practice  than  the  learned  writer  himself,  and  I 
wish  that  he  had  proper  encouragement  and  support  in 
the  execution  of  a  task,  which  would  render  essential 
service  in  the  criticism  of  the  New  Testament. 

The 

'See  the  Cune  in  vera,  Syr.  Act.  Apost  §  2 — 6. 
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Tlie  order  in  which  the  several  books  are  placed,  in 
the  iSyriac  verskxH  may  be  seen  in  a  Syriac  poem  of 
Ebedjesu  inserted  by  Asseman  in  the  Biblioth.  Orient 
Tom.  IIL  p.  8". 


SECT.    IV. 


2%e  old  Syriac  version  was  made  ifnme£ately  from 

tke  Greek. 

T^HE  learned  Bengel,  in  bis  Introducdo  \n  crisin 
N.  T.  p.  409,  has  ventured  a  conjecture,  that  possibly 
the  Syriac  version  was  not  taken  immediately  or  solely 
from  the  Greek,  but  that  the  translator  made  use  also 
of  the  Latin  version'.  My  father,  in  his  Tractatio 
critica  de  variis  lectionibus  N.  T.  §  23.  and  in  bis 
Remarks  on  Bengel's  Tractatio  de  sinceritate  N.  T.  has 
produced  very  weighty  arguments  against  thb  conjecture : 
and  in  order  to  remove  edl  doubts,  I  carefully  collated, 
a  few  years  ago,  the  Syriac  with  the  Latin  version,  the 
result  of  which  was  a  confirmation  of  my  father  s  ar- 
guments, as  may  be  seen  at  large  in  the  eighth  section 
of  the  Curse.  But  since  Bengel  has  himself  declared, 
in  his  Concertatio  de  sinceritate  N.  T.  that  his  doubts 
respected  not  the  genuine  Peshito,  but  only  our  printed 
editions^  whether  they  contained  that  ancient,  or  a  later 
version,  and  as  we  are  now  in  possession  of  the 
Philozenian,  every  suspicion  in  rd^euxi  to  the  former 
must  vanish  of  itself. 

A  ooincidtnce  with  die  Laun  in  particular  readings, 
affords  no  argument  diat  the  one  was  taken  from  the 
other,  and  proves  only,  as  will  be  shewn  in  the  following 
section,  tiiat  both  were  made  in  a  very  early  age, 
before  the  multiplication  of  copies  had  produced  any 
considerable  variety  in  the  Greek  manuscripts.  Yet  this 
coincidence  is  not  so  great  as  many  have  supposed,  the 
readings  being  not  seldom  directly  opposite,  as  I  have 

B  4  shewn 
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shewn  id  the  eighth  section  of  the  Cures ;  and  in  th^r 
modes  of  paraphrasing  obscure  passages  of  the  Greek 
text,  though  the  Syriac  Testament  has  been  my  constant 
study,  I  have  never  found  an  instance,that  could,  justify 
tl)e  smallest  suspicion ;  but,  on  the  contrary,  their  me- 
thods are  so  perfectly  dissimilar,  as  to  make  it  impossible 
for  the  Syriac  to  have  been  taken  from  the  Latin  version. 
Besides,  the  conjecture  is  in  itself  improbable  in  the 
highest  degree,  it  being  hardly  credible  that  in  Syria, 
ivhere  Greek  was  the  current  language  in  all  the  principal 
cities,  a  translator  of  the  New  Testament  would  have 
recourse  to  a  Latin  translation  rather  than  the  Greek 
original ;  and  we  have  reason  to  believe  that  the  Syriac 
version  was  made  at  Edessa,  where  the  Latin  language 
was  perhaps  unknown. 


SECT.    V. 


In  what  respects  the  old  Syriac  version  is  related  to  the 
Latin f  the  Coptic^  and  the  Greek  manuscripts  of  the 
Western  and  Alexandrine  editions  *. 

nnHE  readings  of  the  Syriac  version  coincide  very 
frequently  with  the  Latin,  in  cases  where  our  printed 
editions  of  the  Greek  Testament,  or  the  manuscripts  of 
particular  countries  deviate  from  both,  a  circumstance 
which  redounds  rather  to  the  honour  6f  these  versions^ 
as  they  are  the  two  oldest  that  exist ;  and  the  Syriac, 
notwithstanding  the  imperfections  of  the  printed  text, 
bath  descended  to  the  pre^nt  age  with  few#r  alterations 
than  the  Latin.  By  the  Latin  I  understand  at  present 
not  the  translation,  which  is  fouhd  in  many  of  the 
Codices  Graeco-Latini,  but  the  common  version  as 
corrected  by  Jerom,  ratified  by  papal  authority,  and 
known  under  the  name  of  the  Vulgate.  The  coincidence 
is  sometimes  carried  so  far,  that  they  agree  in  readings 
which  are  found  in  not  a  single  manuscript,  for  instance; 

Acta 
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Ads  X.  3.  EJt9  i»  Of a/MTft,  where  both  the  Syriac  and 
the  Latin  translator  have  rendered  the  pasaa^  as  if  the 
on^nal  were  Ourof  uh»,  the  former  having  })^  )jci,  the 
latter  is  vidit :  but  the  old  Latin  version  in  tlie  Codex 
Laudianus,  though  it  agrees  with  the  Syriac  in  most 
other  cases,  omits,  in  conjunction  with  several  other 
manuscripts,  wf  ia  the  first  verse,  and  construes  the 
passage  in  the  following  manner :  Apug  n  tk  ty  Kaiio-«f nf 

utiVy  vir  uutem  quidam  iu  Caesarea  ...... 

vidit 

But  more  frequent  and  more  remarkable  is  the  agree- 
ment of  the  Syriac  version  with  those  manuscripts,  which 
were  formerly  called  Codices  Latinizantes,  and  the  Latin 
version  with  which  several  of  those  manuscripts  are 
accompanied.  Of  those,  which  I  have  enumerated  in  the 
eleventh  section  of  the  Curae,  I  will  select  only  the  three 
following,  as  the  most  distinguished:  the  Codex  Alex* 
andrinus,  in  which  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles  are,  as 
Griesbach  says,  according  to  the  Western  edition  * ;  the 
Codex  Cantabrigiensis,  .which  agrees  with  the  Syriac 
version  in  the  twenty-two  first  chapters  of  the  Acts  in 
seventy-seven  readings,  and  in  the  ten  first  chapters  of 
St  Matthew's  Gospel  in  twenty  readings,  that  are  found 
in  00  other  manuscript :  and  the  Codex  Laudianus  3. 
Now  an  alteration  of  the  Syriac  from  the  Latin  cannot 
possibly  be  supposed,  for  the  ancient  church  of  Rome, 
in  the  time  of  Pope  Damasus,  tind  in  the  period 
subsequent  to  Charlemagne,  had  no  inclination  to  make 
the  attempt ;  the  modem  church  of  Rome  would  have 
altered  not  from  the  old  Latin,  but  from  the  Vulgate;  in 
Syria,  where  Greek  was  understood^  no  man  could  have 
thought  of  correcting  the  Syriac  Testament  from  a  Latin 
translation,  and  those  Syrians,  who  were  unacquainted 
with  Greek,  were  undoubtedly  ignorant  of  Latin.  A 
want  of  sufficient  knowledge  of  the  Philoxenian  version^ 
which  at  the  time  when  I  published  the  Cures  had  never 
been  .printed,  was  the  cause  of  a  supposition  which  I 
there  advancQf^  that  certain  readings  of  the  Cambridge, 

or 
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or  other  similar  manuscripts,  might  have  been  writltQ 
either  in  the  margin  or  in  the  text  of  the  Philoxenian 
version^  and  from  this  version,  which  was  held  in  high 
estimation,  inserted  gradually  in  tiie  Peshito.'  But 
Mr.  Ridley,  in  a  letter  dated  Nov.  33, 1 755^  favoured  me 
with  a  more  accurate  description  of  it^  and  since  the 
work  it^lf  has  been  printed,  all  doubts  are  removed. 
More  probable  is  the  supposition  that  the  Syriac  has 

•  •  had 


*  Ad  Marci  evaDgelium  quod  attinet,  in  decern  primis  capitibus 
^enioneni  Syriacam  cum  Cantahrigiensi  vicieg  contra  oninee  codices 
concinere  in  lectionibus  aingularibus  te  observasse  dicis :  et  pnator 
has  unius  codicis  Cant,  lectiones  plurima  corruptionis  ex  Latina  in 
SyriHcam  vi-rsionem  serpentis  vestigia  detexisse.  At  bas  corrup- 
tiones  ex  Heracleensi  irrepsisse  suspicaris?  Minime:  e  XX  locis, 
quibus  (ut  dicis)  simplex  concinit  cum  Cantabrigieasi  solo,  He«> 
racleeosis  concinit  in  duobos  tantum,  soil.  V.  36. 1}(.  97. 

En  canones  rriticos,  quorum  ope  has  corniptiones,  vel  lectioneSy 
latinizantes  in  simplicem  ex  Heracleensi  denso  agmiue  immigrasss  te 
demoustrasse  credls!  i.  Ex  A^abi^a  versione  nonnunquam  vetos 
Syriaca  lectio  eruenda.  2.  In  quibuscam  locis  gravis  est  sospicio, 
textum  simplicis  ad  Heracleensem  versionem  reformari.  3.  Quod 
ubi  factum  esse  in  uno  exemplo  intellexerimos,  8»piu8  accidisst 
tuspicari  debebimus. 

-  His  canonibus  nisus  experiar,  quid  ex  adversa  parte  possim  stabtlire. 
Assumo  igitur  sententiam  tuae  contrariam,  nempe  versionem  sim- 
plicem, dim  latinizantem,  ope  Heracleensis  jam  demum  in  plurimis 
ad  Graecos  reformari.  In  Marc.  ii.  16.  viii.  <22*  ix.  33.  x.  ai.  Arabica 
concinit  cum  Vulgata  latina ;  eadem  igitur  olim  ftiit  lectio  Syriaca : 
Bed  hodierna  simplex  in  his  locis  com  Heracleensi  consentit;  unde 
gravis  est  suspicio  in  his  locis  bodiemam  simplicem  ex  Heracleenai 
reformatam  esse :  Heracleensis  vero  in  his  locis  cum  GrsBcis  con^ 
spirat ;  ergo  hodierna  simplex  ope  Heracleensis  ad  Graecos  reformata. 
Et  quod  in  uno  exemplo  factum  intellexerimus,  saepius  accidiue 
suspicari  debebimus. 

Ilaec  non  dixi,  ut  meam  sententiam  proferrem,  sed  argumentandi 
gratia.  Nondum  enim  in  hac  controversia  ex  alterutra  parte  patronos 
audivi:  non  testes  ex peudi :  Wetstenii  editionem  N.T.  nonperiegi; 
non  introductionem  tuani  ad  tabulas  N.  T.  vidi,  non  Bengelii»  tton 
patris  tui  iractationes  putui  comparare.  In  hac  lite  igitur  minime 
judirera  ago,  quippe  minime  ad  eam  dirimendam  idoneus.  Sed  obi 
te  in  alterutram  trutinam  propensiorem  videro,  ss^i  amicus^  fidetiter 
admonendum  ceusbi. 
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had  ioflueDce  <m  the  Latin,  especially  in  those  examples 
an  error  is  committed,  that  might  happen  more 

\Sj  to  the  Syrian,  than  the  Latin  translator.  The  Latin 
text  is  properly  a  composition  of  several  ancient  Latin 
feraions,  one  of  which  must  have  been  made  by  a  native 
Syrian ',  as  appears  from  the  Syriasms  found  in  the  Latin 
text  of  serersil  ancient  manuscripts,  that  greatly  exceed 
in  hsrshoess  the  Syriasms  of  the  Greek  Testament :  this 
Syrac  translator  was  probably  guided,  in  obscure  pas* 
sages,  by  the  version  of  his  own  country,  the  effects  of 
wUch  appear  to  be  felt  at  this  very  day  in  the  Vulgate. 
With  re^u^  to  the  probability  of  this  conjecture,  the 
reader  may  consult  the  Curse,  p.  169 — 173.  examine 
and  detennine  for  himself:  this  at  least  is  certain,  that 
Chartemagne  made  use  of  the  Syriac  version,  for  the 
porpoae  of  correcting  the  Vulgate  1  But  the  foregoing 
iij^potbesb  is  very  insufficient  to  account  for  that  general 
eoiDddence  observed  between  the  old  Syriac,  the  old 
Latio,  and  those  ancient  Greek  manuscripts,  which  were 
undoubtedly  written  in  the  West,  as  appears  from  the 
Laftm  tFanslations>  with  which  they  are  accompanied. 

Has  wonderful  harmony  between  the  two  most  an- 
ciflDt  versions  of  the  New  Testament,  one  of  which  was 
ipiead  ttirou^iout  Europe  and  the  north  of  Africa,  the 
eiher  profiagated  from  Edessa  to  China,  could  have  had 
no  other  cause  than  a  similarity  of  the  Greek  manuscripts 
b  tbe  west  of  Europe,  and  the  east  of  Asia,  which  must 
have  deviated  in  an  equal  degree  from  our  printed  text, 
and  the  manuscripts  of  what  is  called  the  Greek  edition  ^. 
No  iminediate  connection  appears  to  have  existed  in 
ifaoie  early  ages  between  the  Eastern,  and  the  Western 
dmrdies ;  the  similarity  therefore  of  the  Greek  manu* 
scr^iCs,  firom  which  the  two  most  ancient  versions  were 
tekeoy  can  be  ascribed  to  no  other  cause  than  their  high 
antiqiiity,  a  similarity  still  preserved  in  the  West,  m 
those  ages  when  the  Codices  Grseco-Latini  ivere  writ- 
ten, aa  well  as  the  later  manuscripts  belonging  to  the 
Western  edition,   enumerated  in  the  eleventh  section 

of 


28  Ancient  VersUmsqfthe  N.  T.      chap.  vir. 

*  of  the  Cur®.  Whether  the  same  evident,  but  ancient 
errors  likewise  may  be  discovered  in  the  works  of  these 
two  distant  countriesy  I  leave  to  the  examination  of 
future  critics. 

Less  frequently,  though  not  seldom,  does  the  Syriac 
version  agree  with  the  Coptic,  and  with  those  ancient 
manuscripts  that  belong  to  the  Alexandrine  edition, 
sometimes  when  these  differ  from  those  of  the  Western 
edition.  This  similarity  must  also  be  ascribed  to  the 
high  antiquity  of  those  manuscripts,  whereas  the  copies 
of  the  Greek  edition  are  of  a  later  date. 

A  reading  therefore,  supported  by  the  united  autho- 
rity of  the  Syriac,  the  Coptic,  and  the  Latin  versions, 
by  a  quotation  of  Origen,  and  the  ancient  Greek  manu- 
scripts of  the  Alexandrine  and  Western  editions,  is  not 
only  of  great  importance,  but  may  in  general  be  regarded 
as  genuine.  How  many,  or  how  few  readings  of  this 
kind  may  be  produced,  I  am  unable  to  ascertain,  but 
the  subject  is  of  sufficient  consequence  to  deserve  a  mi- 
nute inquiry. 

It  appears  from  Wetstein^s  Prolegomena,  p.  1 1  o.  that 
Alexias  Menesis,  archbii^op  of  Goa,  ordercfd  the  Indian 
Christians,  who  use  in  general  the  Syriac  version  of  the 
New  Testament,  to  alter  it  according  to  the  Vulgate, 
and  that  this  command  was  executed  with  such  preci- 
sion, as  to  obtrude  the  grossest  errors  of  the  Latin  on 
tbe  Syriac  text.  If  this  account  is  true,  the  modem 
Syriac  manuscripts  of  that  country  must  latinize  in  a  very 
high  degree,  and  can  be  of  no  critical  use  to  the  learned 
in  Europe ;  but  it  would  be  unjust  to  charge  the  church 
•f  Rome  with  an  instance  of  folly,  which  is  to  be  ascribed 
only  to  an  individual  bishop.  The  Lutheran  mission- 
aries in  India  have  been  able  to  collect  the  best  intelli- 
gence ;  on  this  subject,  which  I  hope  they  will  commu- 
nicate to  the  public,  though  it  is  probable  that  I  shall 
not  outlive  their  return^. 
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SECT.    VI. 

Antiquity  of  the  Sj/riac  version. 

T^HE  learned  are  extremely  divided  in  their  opi- 
nions  respecting  the  antiquity  of  the  Syriac  ver- 
sbn ;  it  being  referreid  by  some  to  the  very  earliest  ages, 
while  oUiers  have  taken  all  possible  pains  to  prove  it  to 
be  modem.  Now  it  appears  from  the  evidence  of  Bar 
Hebraeus,  in  his  Horreum  mysteriorum,  that  a  more 
accurate  translation  of  the  Greek  Testament  was  made 
into  Syriac  in  the  time  of  Xenayas,  who  died  in  520, 
which  piesupposes  the  existence  of  a  more  ancient  ver- 
sion. It  will  be  shewn  in  a  following  section,  that  the 
Armenian  version,  which  was  taken  from  the  Syriac, 
was  written  in  the  beginning  of  the  fifth  century :  the 
Syriac  version  therefore  must  be  still  more  ancient,'  and 
if  that  be  true,  which  I  have  advanced  in  the  preceding 
section,  it  roust  have  been  made  in  the  first  century '. 
It  is  indeed  hardly  credible,  as  Christianity  was*  so  early 
propagated  in  Syria  and  Mesopotamia  ",  that  the  Chris- 
tian coeraianities  in  those  countries,  should  have  been 
destitute  of  a  translation  of  the  New  Testament  in  their 
native  language^:  and  Melito,  who  lived  about  the 
year  1 70,  expressly  declared^  that  a  Syriac  version  of  the 

Bible 

"  It  cannot  be  denied  that  Abgarus,  who  was  king  of  Edessa  from 
the  8^^  year  after  the  birth  of  Christ  to  the  year  45,  was  converted 
to  Christianity,  though  the  letters,  which  are  said  to  have  passed 
between  him  and  Christ,  are  probably  not  genuine.  See  Bayer's 
Historia  Osrhoena,  p.  95, — 125.  This  Abgarus,  according  to  Gre« 
gohas  Bar  Hebraeus,  built  a  church  at  Edessa,  and  it  is  probable^ 
from  the  Chronicle  of  Edessa,  that  this  church  was  not  built  like 
those  of  the  poorer  primitive  Christians  of  the  West,  but  that  it  was 
erected  in  the  form  of  a  temple,  and  with  a  row  of  steps  that  led  to 
the  Holy  Place.  For  it  is  related  in  the  Chronicle,  that  in  a  flood, 
which  happened  at  Edessa  in  the  year  <202,  the  water  entered  not 
only  into  the  church,  but  rose  as  high  as  the  Holy  Place,  which  was 
elevated  several  steps  above  the  other  parts  of  the. building.  The 
cestom  of  erecting  churches  in  the  form  of  temples  seems  to  have 
been  first  introdu<:ed  in  Syria,  and  thence  communicated  to  the 
ChriAtian  couotries  in  Europe.  ^ 
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Bible  at  that  time  existed  ^,  for  in  his  Commentary  on 
the  Septuagint,  Gen.  xxii.  13.  he  says,  *'The  Syriac 
and  the  Hebrew,,  have  in  this  passage  the  word  '  hanging,' 
in  order  to  render  it  a  more  conspicuous  type  of  the 
cross  ^"  Manes  also,  in  his  disputes  with  the  Christians 
of  the  East,  quoted  the  New  Testament,  yet  he  is  known 
to  have  been  ignorant  of  Greek,  and  could  have  read  the 
New  Testament  only  in  the  Syriac  :  the  version  there- 
fore is  prior  to  the  age  of  Manes  '•  Lastly,  it  appears 
from  the  testimony  of  Jerom,  that  the  Syriac  Bible  was  in 
his  time  read  publicly  in  the  churches,  for  he  says» 
Epbrem  the  Syrian  is  held  in  such  veneration,  that  bis 
writings  are  read  in  several  churches  immediately  after 
the  lessons  from  the  Bible ''. 

I  am  not  ignorant  that  the  Oriental  writers  too  often 
intermix  in  their  histories  truth  and  fable,  but  in  cases 
where  their  evidence  alone  can  be  had,  it  is  unjust  to 
reject  it  merely  because  it  may  be  £sdse :  and  according 
to  this  evidence  the  Syriac  version  was  made  in  the  first 
centory^  Gregorius  Bar  Hebrasus,  who  is  better 
known  under  the  name  of  Abulphara^us,  and  whom 
we  justly  venerate  as  the  best  historian  of  Syria,  writes^ 
'  that  the  New  Testament  was  translated  in  the  days  of 
the  Apostle  Addssus,  (i.  e.  Thaddaeus) '.  This  account 
of  Abulpliaragius  would  be  rend^ed'still  more  probable, 
if  it  could  be  shewn  that  the  translator  was  a  native  Jew, 
because  the  period  in  which  the  Jews  were  converted  to 
Christianity;  was  undoubtedly  confined  to  the  first  cen- 
tury :  and  though  I  cannot  presume  to  give  positive 
evidence,  yet  I  have  discovered  traces  in  the  Syriac  ver- 
sion, as  will  appear  from  the  eighth  section,  which  seem 
at  l^ast  to  justify  the  supposition. 

The  subscription  of  a  Syriac  manuscript  of  the  four 

Gospels. 

»  Vid.  Millii  Prolegomena,  §  1239. 

*  See  ch.  ii.  §  a.  of  this  Introduction,  and  Beausobre  Histoire  ds 
Manicheisme  *. 

y  Waltoni  Prolegomena,  p.  91. 

*  See  Assemani  Bibliotheca  Orientalls,  Tom.  II.  p.  279^  and  the 
Index  to  the  3"*  vol.  art.  Addseus. 
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Gospels,  mentioned  in  the  second  volume  of  Assemani 
p.  486.  goes  so  far  as  to  determine  the  name  of  the 
translator.  The  words  are  as  follows,  '  At  Edessa  was 
a  written  Gospel,  ancient  but  still  legible.  Not  a  single 
iota  was  erased,  and  it  could  more  easily  be  read  than 
many  modem  books,  but  by  reason  of  its  great  age  the 
ten  first  leaves  had  been  lost  At  the  end  was  the  fol- 
lowing subscription : 

'  This  sacred  book  was  finished  on  Wednesday  the 
eighteenth  day  of  the  first  montli  Conun  (  Decem- 
ber), in  the  year  359  (of  the  Greeks,  i.  e.  in  the 
year  of  Christ  78),  by  the  hand  of  the  Apostle 
Achaeus,  a  fellow-labourer  of  Mar  Maris,  and  a 
disciple  of  the  Apostle  Mar  Adacus,  whom  we  in- 
treat  to  pray  for  us.  Amen/ 

But  Ridley,  in  lus  dissertation  De  Syriacis  veraionibus 
Novi  Testament!,  p.  20.  has  made  many  weighty  ob- 
jections ;  1 .  If  Acbeeus  be  the  same  person  whose  name 
is  sometimes  written  Aghceus,  who  is  described  as 
tiie  successor  of  Thaddseus,  and  predecessor  of  Mar 
Mar^  at  Edessa,  it  cannot  possibly  have  been  written 
in  78,  because  Achseus  died  in  48.  2.  At  least  three 
of  the  Gospels,  and  the  epistles  were  not  written  before 
his  death.  To  these  objections  may  be  added,  that 
even  in  the  year  78,  the  several  books  of  the  New  Tes- 
tament could  have  hardly  been  collected  into  a  volume, 
an  event  which  undoubtedly  took  place  before  the  Syriac 
version  was  made,  as  may  be  inferred  from  ch.  vi.  §  2. 
of  this  Introduction.  The  evidence  therefore  of  this 
Syriac  manuscript  is  of  no  authority. 

A  very  convincing  argument  for  the  antiquity  of  the 
Peshito  is  its  general  reception  among  all  the  sects  of 
the  Syrian  Christians,  a  circumstance  which  evidently 
proves  it  to  have  been  in  general  use  before  the  Syrian 
church  waa  divided  into  parties^.  Another  argument 
in  its  favour  is  the  omission  of  several  books  which  were 
afterwards  received  by  the  Syrians.  The  old  translator 
must  have  made  his  version,  if  not  before  the  book  of 
Revelation  was  writteti,  at  least  before  it  was  acknow- 
ledged 
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ledged  as  canonical ;  and  the  epistle  of  St.  Jude,  which 
was  also  omitted  in  the  Peshito,  was  acknowledged  by 
the  Syrians  as  a  work  of  divine  authority,  so  early  as  the 
fourth  century,  as  appears  from  the  quotations  of  Eph- 
rem.  3ut  long  before  that  period  the  epistle  to  the 
Hebrews  had  been  admitted  into  the  Syriac  Testament, 
yet  the  translator  lived  in  a  later  age  than  the  author  of 
the  other  books  of  the  Peshitd,  as  I  have  shewn  above 
in  the  second  section,  and  could  confirm  by  still  more 
convincing  arguments.  This  is  a  very  satisfactory  proof 
of  the  high  antiquity  of  this  version  ^. 

The  manner,  in  which  certain  words  and  phrases  are 
translated  in  the  Syriac  Testament,  affords  likewise  a  pre- 
sumption in  favour  of  its  antiquity.  We  know  that  the 
distinction  between  bishops  and  elders  was  introduced 
into  the  Christian  church  in  a  very  early  age,  yet  this 
distinction  was  unknown  to  the  Syriac  translator.  £uv 
tma-xoiroiiy  Phil.  i.  1 .  he  translates  '  with  the  elders,'  and 
imanoTTfiy  1  Tim.  iii.  i.  *  the  office  of  an  elder'/  The 
names  also  of  places  and  persons,  which  had  not  been 
clearly  expressed  in  the  Greek,  are  written  with  more 
orthographical  accuracy  than  could  have  been  expected 
from  a  writer  who  had  lived  in  a  century,  when  the  me- 
mory of  those  names  was  lost ' :  and  were  I  not  unwil- 
ling to  detain  the  reader,  I  could  illustrate  this  observa- 
tion by  the  names  Alphseus,  Cleopas,  Capernaum,  Isca- 
riotes,  Kananites,  and  many  others. 

In  the  last  place  Ephrem,  who  lived  about  the  year  of 
Christ  370,  quotes  the  New  Testament  according  to  the 
Syriac  version  now  extant '°.  See  his  Syriac  works,  pub- 
lished at  Rome",  Vol.1.  i8.  37.  137.  189.  221.  313. 
31 8. 33 1 .  357.  395.  where  we  find  the  following  passages 

?uoted  from  our  literal  Syriac  version,  John  i.  3.  xiii.  i6» 
)ol.  iii.  5.  Gal.  i.  1.  Matth.  xxii.  40.  Ephes.  ii.  19. 
1  Tim.  vi.  6.  1  Pet.  i.  11.  Matth.  iii.  17.  Luke  L  78* 
Gal.  iii.  13.  It  is  true,  that  in  some  examples  his  quo-> 
tations  are  somewhat  different,  where  be  quoted  either 
from  memory,  or  found  in  his  copy  a  reading  different 
fron;i  our  own ;  but  it  is  certain  that  he  used  the  Peshita* 

The 
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The  foregoing  observation  was  first  made  by  my  father 
in  bis  remarks  on  Bengel's  Tre^tiie  de  sinceritate  M*  T; 
toeoda.  Ridley,  in  his  dissertation  de  versionibus  Sy- 
riacis  N.  T.  sect.  vii.  carried  the  inquiry  still  further ; 
but  the  most  complete  and  most  accurate  treatise  on  this 
subject  b  Storr's  Observationes  super  N.  T.  versionibus 
Sjriacis.  Ephrem,  in  his  exposition  of  the  Old  Testa- 
BKDt,  refers  constantly  to  the  Syriac  version;  and  as 
every  Christian  would  begin  his  translation,  of  the  Bible 
with  that  part  which  is  of  the  greatest  importance,  the 
versioo  of  the  New  Testament  must'have  been  madif  long 
before  the  time  of  Ephrem. 

The  inference  to  be  deduced  fronl  the  several  argu- 
ments advanced  in  this  section  is,  that  the  Syriac  version 
was  made  either  at  the  end  of  the  first,  or  the  begin- 
ning of  the  second  century  '\ 


SECT.    VII. 


Amaxr  to  several  objectims  in  regard  to  the  antiquity 

»  of  the  Striae  version. 

JJAVING  examined  the  positive  grounds  of  the  an- 
tiquity of  the  Syriac  version,  I  have  now  to  refute 
the  arguments  which  have  been  brought  against  it. 

1.  The  Syriac  t^nslator  has  sometimes  made  use  of 
LatBi  words,  which  were  not  current  before  the  middle 
ages;  for  instance  Matth.  xxvii.  65.  x»r«(^i«  is  translated 
fc?  ^£$0h3 ,  questionarius.  See  Grotius  upon  this  pas- 
sage, and  Vossius  de  translatione  70  interpretum,  c.  28. 

Answer.  This  is  a  mere  erratum  in  Widmanstad's  edi 
tion,  and  should  be  written  j^i^ipad,  custonde,  which  is 
Sl  Matthew's  Greek  word  in  a  Syriac  dress  '.  This 
losirer  was  given  by  Simon  in  his  hist.  crit.  .des*  Vers, 
p- 164.  but  Ridley  has  actually  found  in  his  two  manu- 
wripfe  (««.£0a3,  which  is  St.  Matthew's  Greek  word 
can^i*,  expressed  letter  for  letter.  See  his  dissertation 
de  vers.  syr.  N.  T.  p.  21. 
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2.  In  the  Syriac  New  Testament  are  osed  Greek  words 
whiA  were  unknown  t9  t^e  ancient  Greeks,  for  instance, 
\^j^j  simo,  a  treasurei  which  is  derived  from  the  modern 
Greek  word  atmfji^ff  silver  *. 

Answer.    This  is  not  a  Greek  but  an  Oriental  word  *f . 

and  is  written  in  Arabic  Am . 

3.  The  Syriac  translator,  Rom.  i.  1 6.  and  in  many 
other  places,  calls  the  Greeks  ^;]  or  Romans,  a  name 
which  was  never  given  them  before  the  time  of  Constcm- 
tine  the  Great,  when  Byzantium /-became  Roma  Nova^ 
and  tbe  territory  about  that  city  acquired  the  title  of 
Romania.  '     ^  ^  ^ 

Answer.  This  objection,  results  from  the  grossest  ig- 
norance. The  Greeks  are  always  called  l^aoi  in  the  Sy- 
riac Testament  %  an  instance  of  which  is  Rom*  i.  14« 
and  the  Romans  (.i^dooi;  .  The  name  in  question,  \m^]  , 
was  given  to  the  Syrians  \  and  afterwards  to  the  Hea- 
thens in  general.  Hence  the  .Syriac  translator  uses  this 
word  when  i xxnyi ( is  to  be  rendered  Heathens.  The  only 
inference  which  can  be  drawn  from  the  application  of  this 
title  is,  that  the  Syriac  versioii  was  made  in  a  country 
where  Aramaeans>  not  Greeks,  could  be  considered  in 
opposition  to  Jews,  that  it  was  made  therefcrrc  not  on 
this  side  of  the  Euphrates,  where  many  Greeks  resided, 
but  in  Mesopotamia,  and  probably  in  Edessa,  the  Eastern 
metropolis  of  the  Christian  countries. 

4.  The  Syriac  version  has  the  conclusion  of  the  Lord*g 
prayer,  *  for  thine  is  the  kingdom^  and  the  power,  and 
the  glory,  for  ever.'  Now  as  these  words  were  iiot%i  St. 
Matthew  before  the  time  of  Chrysostom,  the  translation 
in  which  they  are  found  mutt  have  been  made  in  a  later 
period.  This  doubt  is  raised  By  Mill/,  Prol.  1256, 1 257. 

Answer.  It.  is  not  absolutely  certain  that  the  conclu« 
sion  06  the  Lord  s  prayer  is  spurious. 

But  admitting  it  to  be  spurious,  the  Syriac  version 
may  be  ancient,  though  the  addition  be  modern,  !t  hav-- 

ing 

'  Du  Fresne  Clossarium  luedise  et  iafinue  Grfccitatis,  p.  138, 1 39. 
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ing  met  vrith  the  fate  of  other  books,  and  suffered  from 
the  Hilerpolation  of  transcribers.  This  observation  was 
made  by  my  fiai&er  in  his  treatise  de  var.  .lect.  N.  T. 
^  70.  72.  77.  and  confirmed  by  several  arguments. 

5.  Wetstein,  in  his  proleg.  p.  1 09.  brings  this  further 
diarge  against  the  Syriac  version,  that,  Acts  xxi.  7.  the 
dty  PtdexDais  is  cdled  Acco,  a  name  which  it  bears 
Judges  i.  31;  and  concludes,  that  this  version  is  modern, 
bemg  of  opioion  that  Ptolemais  resumed  n5t  the  name 
of  Acoo  till  after  the  conquests  of  the  Saracens. 

Aoswer.  This  inference  appears  to  me  to  be  a  para- 
dox, for  Wetstein  denies  not  that  the  city  in  question 
vBs  caUed  Acco  a  thousand*  years  before  the  time  of 
Christy  and  the  Oriental  names  of  cities  were  ever  re^ 
taioed  by  the  inhabitants,  though  Greek  names  are  given 
tbcm  by  the  Greek  writers.  Those  who  have  learned  Ori- 
ental geography  from  the  Arabic  authors,  must  be  satis- 
£ed  of  the  truth  of  this  assertion ;  and  those  who  are  un- 
aoquaiDted  withArabic,  noAy  refer  to  Ammianus  Mar* 

swot 


celliims.  Lib.  XIV.  hist^«)t  far  from  the  beginning  of 
the  book,  nvhere  it  is  expressly  said  that  the  Greek  and 
latb  proper  names  were  never  current  in  the  East.  In 
the  Coptic  version  even  Alexandria  is  called  not  by  the 
Greek  name,  but  is  constantly  styled  Racoti.  See  Jab- 
koski  Pantheon  ^gypt.  Lib.  II.  cap.  v.  p.  232.  But 
if  we  suppose,  with  Wetstein,  that  the  ancient  Oriental 
anne  of  Acco  bad  been  lost  before  the  time  of  the  Sara^ 
oess,  and  the  city  known  only  by  the  name  of  Ptolemais, 
t&  original  title  would  have  been  hardly  recovered  by  a 
baxtiannu  and  unlettered  nation. 

6.  Wetstein  in  tl^  same  paragraph  charges  the  Syriac 
versk»  with  several  false  translations,  which  he  quotes  as 
iestaoces  of  gross  ignorance. 

Answer.  Admitting  the  charge  to  be  true,  it  is  no 
vgament  against  the  antiquity  of  the  version,  as  the  an- 
Qeats  were  as  liable  to  error  as  the  moderns. 

7.  Wetstein  further  objects  that  irt  the  Syriac  version 
the  quotations  fjoom  the  Old  Testament  are  translated 
VK  from  the  Septuagint^  as  they  stand  in  the  New  Tes« 

c  3  ^     tament, 
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tainent,  but  from  the  Hebrew ;  an  alteration  which* 
\yould  hardly  have  been  made  in  the  time  of  the 
Apostles. 

Answer.  If  this  assertion  were  founded  in  fact^  it 
would  still  prove  nothing  to  tlie  disparagement  of  the 
Syriac  version ;  for  a  translator  in  the  time  of  the  Apos- 
tles, as  well  as  in  a  later  age,  might  have  used  the  He- 
brew Bible,  and  supposed  that  the  quotations  from  the 
Old  Testamient  might  with  propriety  be  regulated  ac- 
cording to  the  original.  On  the  contrary,  this  argu- 
ment proves  rather  the  high  antiquity  of  this  version ; 
for  if  the  translator  consulted  the  Hebrew  Bible,  he  was 
probably  a  native  Jew,  and  therefore  of  the  first  century, 
the  Hebrew  language  being  understood  by  hardly  any 
of  the  later  Christians,  not  excepting  the  most  learned  of 
tiie  Syrian  fathers.  But  the  assertion  of  Wetstein  is  not 
agreeable  to  the  truth,  since  the  Syriac  translator  follows* 
very  frequently  the  Septuagint;*  though  it  may  be  ob- 
served in  many  places  that  hewas  not  unacquainted  with 
the  Hebrew  text.  This  subject  Appears  to  me  to  deserve 
a  more  accurate  inquiry,  and  though  I  cannot  enter  into 
it  at  present,  I  will  consider  it  in  future  more  attentively. 

8.  According  to  Wetstein,  Fabricius  declared  that 
the  quotations  fbom  the  New  Testament,  in  the  works 
of  Ephrem  the  Syrian,  were  different  from  those  in  our 
Syriac  version. 

Answer.  Fabricius  was  fanistaken,  as  appears  from  the 
latter  part  of  the  preceding  section.  He  is  justiy  cele- 
brated in  the  republic  of  letters,  but  he  had  not  sufficient 
information  of  the  works  of  Ephrem,  with  which  we  are 
mnch  better  acquainted  at  present  t))an  in  the  beginning 
of  the  century.  j 

9.  Wetstein  objects  that;  in  the  manuscripts  of  the 
Syriac  version  are  found  the  Canons  of  Eusebius  and  his 
letter  to  Carpianus. 

Answer.     This  is  no  more  an  argument  against  the 

antiquity  of  the  Syrfac  version,  than  the  modern  divisioQ 

into  chapters  against  the  antiquity  of  the  Septuagint 

version,  and  if  valid,  would  equally  prove  the  Greek. 

i  Testa- 
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Testameot  to  have  been  Written  later  than  the  a^  of 
Eusebius. 

10.  The  late  La  Croze  also,  in  his  Thes.  Epist 
Tom.  II.  p.  282.  denies  the  antiquity  of  out  printed 
Sjriac  version.  He  supposes  it  to  be  the  work  of 
XenayaS;»  an<Lis  of  opinion  that  the  true  NDt&S) ,  or  an* 
dent  Syriac  lA^ion,  is  to  be  sought  amongst  the  Syrian 
Christians  in  Mflabar  ^  In  support  of  this  assertion, 
be  alleges  t^t  Greg.  Abulpharagius,  p.  280,  281.  cites 
Luke  xii.  24.  '  consider  the  Havens/  in  the  S^iac  as 
follows^  Mrm&l  nn  (for  thus  it  should  i)o«written,  the 
words  being  so  disguised  in  the  printed  edition  of  his 
letters  as  to  be  devoid  of  meaning)  wheieas  in  our 
printed  Syriac  Testament  we  read  KIXTM  ip2r^ .  I  might 
asic,  whence  it  appears  that  Abulpharagius  quoted  the 
old  version,  and  not  that  of  Xenayas,  which  would  de- 
stroy at  once  the  whole  argument.  But  this  is  unne- 
oessary,  for  Abulpharagius,  like  all  the  Others  of  the 
Church,  has  iBometimes  confounded  the  words  of  one 
Evangelist  with  those  of  another.  Our  primed  Syriac 
vernoD  iKis  the  same  words  ^(^rea  Tin,  Matth.  vi.  26. 
which  is  parallel  to  the  passage  in  St.  Luke.  As  La 
Craze  was  one  of  the  most  learned  men  of  this  century^ 
it  were  to  be  wished  that  he  had  communicated  his 
other  doubts  concerning  the  antiquity^  of  the  Syriac 
versioD ;  for  he  tells  us,  mulla  quas  idem  adserunt  ob- 
aervavi.  But  perhaps  they  were  not  more  considerable 
than  that  already  refuted ;  for  though  his  abilities  were 
fftMt,  yet  he  candidly  confesses  that  he  had  made  no 
great  progress  in  the  Syriac.  Thes.  La  Croze,  Tom.  III. 
P*3^  We  should  otherwise  have  been  influenced  by 
the  bare  opinion  of  so  learned  a  man,  though  unsup<* 
ported  by  arguments.  I  must  not  forget  ■  to  mention 
tiiat  I  could  not  find  the  quotation  in  Abulpharagius^, 
and  therefore  imagine  there  must  be  an  error  in  the  num* 
ber  of  the  page  to  which  La  Croze  has  referred. 

Several  persons,  though  men'  of  learning,  have  mis- 
taken 

^  1b  that  country  we  should  probably  find  the  copies  in  a  very 
tanvft  state.    See  the  bitter  part  of  sect.  5, 
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taken  the  ancient  Peshito  f9t  the  more  modem  versioii 
of  Xenayas ;  Bengel,  in  his  Tractatio  de  sincecitate  N.  T. 
tuenda,  was  guilty  of  this  e^ror,  in  answer  to  which  I  re--- 
ferred  my  readers  in  the  first  edition  of  this  work  to  thd 
^iblioth.  Orient.  Tom.  II.  24.  published  by  Asseman, 
who  was  acquainted  with  both  versions,  wd  iias  pointed 
put  their  difference ;   and  in  the  Relat.  m^  libris  novis, 
Fascic.  III.  p-  97)  I  extracted  from  Bfenchinl  a  part  of 
the  version  of  Xenayas,  with  a  view  of  slewing  iK>w  it 
differed  from  the  ancient  verswi.     But  since  the  later 
v^^ion,  forvfterly  in  the  possession  of  Ridley,  which  I 
shall  describe  m  a  following  section,  has  be^n  collated 
by  Wetstein,  and  the  exti*acts  given  among  his  various 
readings,  we  need  only  open  our  eyes  to  see  the  dis- 
tinction K 

1 1 .  To  the  foregoing  doubts  which  have,  been  raised 
by  others,  I  will  add  a  difficulty  which  formerly  gave 
me  no  small  uneasiness.  Several  proper  pames,  which 
could  not  have  been  unknown  in  the  &vi$,  century,  are 
wri^en  in  a  very  extraordinary  manner,  though  the  trans-> 
lator  appears  in  other  respects  to  have  been  m  man  of 
learning.  For  instance,  2  Cor*  xi.  32.  Aretas  is  writtea 
^joQ^\ ,  Aretos.  Now  was  it  possible  that  a  prince,  who 
bad  ruled  in  Damascus,  could  have  been  so  soon  forgot-^ 
tten  in  Syria  ?  and  why  was  the  name  written  according 
to  the  Greek,,  and  not  acox'ding  to  the  Syriac ,  ortho- 
grapljy? 

Answer.  It  is  true  that  the  name  of  this  prince  in 
(he  Syriac  langui^e  is  z.^a#  .  But  both  Syrians  and  Ara«- 
bians  have  adopted  sometimes  a  two^fold  orthography, 
u^ng  in  their  own  ori^al  works  the  Oriental  names^ 
and  retaining  the  Greek  terminations  in  translating  from 
the  Greek  ^  See  the  Orient  Bibl.  Vol.  VII.  p.  157, 
158*  ot'  the  Syriac  Grammar,  ^  631  ^. 
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SECT.    VIII. 

Of  the  author  of  the  Syriac  version^  the  place  where  it 
was  written^  its  character ^  and  use. 


TT  cannot  with  any  certainty,  or  even  probability,  be 
detenniiled  who  was  the  author  of  the  Syriac  ver* 
sioQ ;  for  though  the  Syrians  ascribe  it  sometimies  to  the 
Evai^list  St.  Mark,  at  other  times  to  Thaddaeus,  or  as 
they  ^1  bim  Adaeus,  or  his  successor  Achseus,  yet  their 
acBOmts  are  confirmed  by  no  authorities,  and  Achseus,  as 
well  as  his  predecessor  Adseus,  died  before  the  first  publi- 
cation of  the  Greek  Testament^  as  was  shewn  in  the  sixth 
^ectioo.    See  Simon  Hist.   Crit.  des  vers,  du  N.  T. 

&i6o.  and  Assemani  Bibl.  Orient.  Tom.  III.  p.  213. 
I  am  not  mistaken,  certain  traces  of  an  ancient  super- 
sdtioa,  with  regard  to  the  holiness  of  celibacy,  are  ob- 
servaUe  in  this  yeraion,  which  cannot  be  attributed  to 
tbe  Apostles,  namely,  1  Cor.  vii.  2.  6,  7.  for  the  second 
verse,  *  let  every  man  have  his  own  wife,'  is  rendered, 
*  kt  every  man  ke^  Ml  own  wife  V  ^  if  St.  Pay!  in- 
teoded  ndftfo  recommend  an  entrance  into  the  marriage 
sldtc^  but  *onIy  a  continuanflt  |p  it  to  those  who  were 
abody  married ;  v.  6.  x«ra  fmyymi/unyy  is  rendered,  *  as 
wieak  V  &n<l  V.  7.  is  added  the  expression  )^la^^,  *  in 
parity  V         4    ^        • 

It  has  been  thi%o&mon  opinion  in  Europe,  though 
it  was  never  supposed  iii  Asia  \  that  Antioeh,  where  the 
disciples  were  first  called  Chttltians,  \&  the  place  where 
the  Syriac  version  was  made.  *-  But  this  opinion  is  not 
01^  onfounded  on  historical  evidence,  but  is  highly  im- 
picinble  in  itself,  and  proceeds  from  an  ignorance  of  that 
oouQtry ;  ibrtSreek  being  the  current  language  in  all  the 
m6e&  to  the  west  of  the  Euphrates,  and  especially  at  An- 
tiocfa,  no  motive  could  have  existed  for  making  a  transla- 
tion of  tMe  tGrreek  Testament  in  #iat  city.  Though  no 
tBditioD  irere  still  extant  that  the  Syriac  version  was 
vritteo  at  Ed^iBa,  it  woujd  naturally  occur  as  the  most 

c  4  probable 
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probable  place,  it  being  a  city  where  the  Christian  reli- 
gion was  planted  in  the  first  century;  was  adopted  by  its 
sovereigns,  who  erected  churches  with  all  tlie  magnifi- 
cence of  heathen  temples,  was  thence  early  and  widely 
propagated  in  the  easterri  parts  of  Asia,  and  a  gity  not 
only  whose  language  was  Syriac,  but  which  during  many 
ages  was  the  eastern  metropolis  of  the  Christian  world. 

It  is  somewhat  difficult  to  assign  a  reason  for  its  being 
called  i^^^Ad :  this  at  least  is  certain,  that  the  name  is 
not  derived. from  the  literalness  of  the  version,  as  many 
have  supposed,  because  the  Syriac  word  is  translated 
•  simplex,'  for  it  is  much  less  so  {han  any  other  Syriac 
translation,  and  the  over*literal  Philoxenian  version  is 
rather  entitled  to  this  epithet.  But  I  would  translate 
]l  '^'^ ,  '  pure,  uncorrupted,  accurate/  and  suppose  that 
the  Syrians  gave  it  this  title  to  express  their  confidence 
in  its  fidelity.  The  word  itself  is  used  more  than  once 
in  the  Syriac  Testament :  Matth.  vi.  22.  Luke  xi.  34. 
Col.  iii.  92.  it  is  put  for  airXa?,  where  ^  simple '  signifies 
'  honest ;'  Rom.  xvi.  18.  it  is  used  for  axMo^,  and  Heb. 
1*  8.  for  fod'u^.  t  t   • 

The  Peshito  is  the  very  best  traii^ation  of  the  Greek 
Testament  ^  that  I  have  ever  read ;    that  of    Luther, 
though  in  some  respects  inferior  to  his  translation  of  the 
Old  Testament,  holding  the  second  rank.     Of  all  the 
Syriac  authors,  with  which  I  am  acquainted,  not  ex* 
cepting  Ephrem  and  Bar  Hebrasus^  its  language  is  the 
most  elegant  and  pure,  not  loaded  with  foreign  words, 
like  the  Philoxenian  veMon,  and  other,  later  writings, 
and  discovers  the  hand  t)f  a  master,  in  rendering  those 
passages,  where  the  two  idioms  deviate  from  each  otlier. 
It  has  no  marks  of  the  stiffness  of  a  translation,  but  is 
written  with  the  ease  and  fluency  of  an  4)riginal ;  and 
this  excellence  of  style  must  be  ascribed  to  its  antiquitjji 
and  to  its  being  written  in  a  city  that  was  the  residence 
of  Syrian  kings.     S^  Rom.  ix^20.   xiii.  i.  ^Heb.  vii. 
3.  8.    Acts  y.  37.  xix.  39.  xxii.  3.  xxvii.  3.  compared 
with  the  first  section  of  the  Curae  in  Act.  Apost.  Syr,, 
where  I  have  pointed  ou|  the  excellent  Planner  in  which 

^  the 
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the  Syriac  translate  has  xemlered  the  Greek  phrased; 
andio  the  third  and  sixth  secnon  of  the  Curse  other  ex- 
amples are  quoted.  It  is  tftie  that  the  Syriac  version, 
like  all  human  productions^  is  not  destitute  of  faulty 
iuid,  what  is  not  to  be  regarded  as  a  blemish,  differs 
fre^ently  from  the  modern  modes  of  explanation  :  but 
I  know  of  none  that  is  so  free  from  error,  and  none  that 
I  consult  with  so  much  confidence,  in  cases  of  difficulty 
and  doubt  I  have  never  met  with  a  single  instance 
where  the  Greek  is  so  interpreted,  as  to*  betray  a  weak- 
ness and  ignorance  in  the  translator ;  and  though  in 
nnny  other  translations  the  original  is  rendered  in  so  ex- 
traordinary a  manner  as  almost  to  excite  a  smile^ihe  Sy*' 
riac  version  must  be  ever  read  with  profound  veneration. 
'  Several  explanations  that  were  necessary  for  a  Greek 
reader  are  omitted  in  the  Syriab  version,  as  being  useless 
to  a  nadve  Syrian :  for  instance,  those  of  Eli,  Eli,  lama 
sahlrthani^  Matth.  xx^ii.'  4I6.  Ephphatha,  Mark  vii. 
34-  SiJoam,  John  ix.  7.  fTabitha,  Acts  ix.  36.  Talilha 
knmi,  Mark  v.  41.  Corban,  Mark  vii.  11.  and  Messiaj^ 
John  !V.  25.  However,  it  is  uncertain  whether  this 
cAdbsion  is  to  be  attributed  to  the  ancient  translator,  or 
t»  subsequent  transcribers.  See  the  Cures,  pt  60.  The 
Jhii^  of  the  Syriac  to  the  dialect  of  Palestine  is  so 
%eat,as  to  justify  in  some  respects  the  assertion,  that  the 
Syriac  translator  has  recorded  the  actions  and  speeches 
of  Qbrist  in  the  very  language  in  which  he  spake.  The 
&iecC  of  Jmisalem  was  East- Aramaean,  or,  as  we  call 
it;  Chaldee,  and  according  to  this  dialect  are  written  (he 
Aramasan  words  that  are  found  in  the  Greek  Testa* 
meat,  for  instance  Acts  i.*  19.  1  Cor.  xvi.  22.  .The  Sy- 
ifccXew  Testament  iS  written  in  the  same  language,  but 
in  a  different  dialect.  In  Galilee^  though  West-Aramasait 
was  spoken,  that  is  the  dial^lf  of  Syria  on  this  side  the 
Euphrates,  and  of  MesopoflLiAia,  yet  it  was  extremely 
oorroptedy  as  may  be'  gathered  from  the  writings  of  the 
Sabii\    The  Syiiac  New  Testament  was  certainly  not 

*  written 

•  See  Wetstein's  Note  to  MaCtli.  xxvi.  73.  and  NorBerg  de  religione 
H  liego&  Sabaeorum,  published  in  the  third  volame  of  the  Commen- 
tvics  of  the  Academy  of  Science^  iu  Gottingen. 
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written  in  this  corrupt  dialect,  but  jp  the  purest  Meso* 
potamian :  and  it  is  probal)Ie  that  Christ,  though  edu- 
cated at  Nazareth,  used  nit  the  dialect  of  that  couotiy, 
but  that  of  Judsea,  which  was  spoken  by  Joseph  aod 
Mary  r  lit  ^east  raXiSra  xh/a^,  and  other  Aramesan  expres- 
sion^ are  not  Galiliean  but  pure  Chaldee*  The  dtf[er« 
ence  b€;^ween  the  dialect  which  was  spoken  by  Christ, 
imd  thai:  of  the  Syriac  translator,  consisted  almost  wholly 
lA  the  mode  of  pronouncing,  and  if  a  proper  use  had 
been  made  of  this  ad^u^tage,  the  Syriac  version  would 
be  the  most  valuable  dommentary  on  the  New  Testa- 
ment Many  obscure  passagies  would  be  tpade  clear^  if 
|iie  #ords  were  still  on  record  which  Jesus  spake  with 
iiis  disqfples  in  the  Aranusan  language,  whether  the  dia- 
lect be  called  Syriac  or  Chddee.  But  the  translator  ap« 
f^ars  not  to  have  been  ||rtunate  in  rendering  passogea 
f  this  nature,  of  which  I  will  produce  a  single  mstaxice^^ 

Matth.  ixvHk  1»  rn  titif^ni^fnfsm  M*^'  caCCaxftw.     IfMlbis 

liad  hpta  translated  }£m£>  J^  ;ou!  ,  every  Syrian  would 
luve  ifimediately  understood  it,  and  it  would  have  na« 
turally  led  to  the  explanation  that  I  have  ^ven  €f  it  in 
the  fifth  section  of  the  fourth  chapter  ^.  But  it  is  bnaos* 
lated  ]f^M^  rM  ^Rs^2  J  where  he  has  preserved  only  qpr ' 
^alf  of  the  A'ramcBan  idiom :  and  I  have  firequenUjt^]^ 
served  thai,  wh^re  it  is  almost  unavoidable  to  render  i^ 
Syriasm  of  the  original  by  tiie  same  turn  of  phrase  in 
the  version,  the  translator  has  retained  it,  but  where  it 
was  leK  obvious,  he  was  not  so  fortunate  as  to  mak^ 
the  discovery.  This  circumstance  alone  afibrds  sufficient 
erideoce,  that  the  Syriac  version  was  not  written  by  one 
of  Christ's  immediate  disciples. 

W0  discover  sometimes  in  the  Sjirriac  version,  a  Paro- 
%)masia,  which  %'as  a  favourite  figure  of  the  Oriental 
li'riters :  for  instance  Aeti  IL  30.  where  m  oo-f vo^  avt« 
is  translated  yOi^i^!  9  in  refigyronce  to  the  following  ^qd  , 
ttioush  the  sa^ie  Greek  word,  in  other  places,  is  ren- 
dered by  ^^'«    Sk  iilso  1  Con  !«;.  13.  ^LiStt  and 


The 


modf^.  adopted  by  the  "Syriac  trandator,  with 

respect 


SECT.  viix»        AmentFersims  of  the  N.  71  4| 

respect  to  the  quotations  from  the  Old  Testatnent,  de- 
senres  a  more  accurate  inquiry  than  I  have  had  leisure 
to  make.  But  I  have  observed,  i.  that  he  discovers 
sometimes  an  acquaintance  with  the  Hebrew  text :  2. 
limt  the  quotations,  except  in  the  epistle  to  the  HebrewS| 
correspond  not  to  to  the  text  of  the  Syriac  Old  Testa- 
ment in  such  a  manner,  as  to  justify  the  suppositionthat 
they  were  taken  from  it. 

In  die  (^une,  in  Act  Apost.  §  vi.  p.  73,  74. 1  have 
taken  notice  of  certain  traces  in  the  Syriac  version, 
which  lead  to  the  supposition  of  its  having  been  made 
bf  a  native  Jew.  To  the  reasons  alleged  m  that  trea- 
tise, which  I  sutuuil  to  the  determination  of  my  readers^ 
I  will  add,  tha'the  Syr<ic  translator  appears  to  have 
been  so  well  acquainted  with  Palestine,  that  he  must 
at  least  have  visited  that  country,  for  he  has  frequently 
restored  geographical  names  in  the  Greek  Testament 
to  their  true  Oriental  orthography.  Capernaum  is  writ- 
ten  ia  the  Skriac  Testament  )oqmj^s^,  that  is,  the 
village  of  Nfi)um ;  Bethania,  is  written  }ti  r^  i!uo  ^ ; 
Bethpt^^i£:e  is  wfitten  |^  Zuia ,  which  perfectly  corre* 

spends  to  its  situation,  for  ^ ,  in  Arabic,  signifies  '  a 
ndkj  between  two  opposite  mountains,'  an  etymology 
irfiich  alone  removes  a  cottradiction  wfaich  was  sup^ 
posed  to  exfet  between  the  New  Testament  and  the 
Talmud  ^ ;  and  fiethesda,  John  v.  2.  is  written  ^^ouA^a  » 
which  is  probably  conformable  to  the  derivation,  whe* 
^  we  translate  it  *  place  of  favour  %'  or  ^  place  of  the 
conflux  of  waters  ^'  The  Syriac  wrsion  therefore  is 
te  sorest,  and^  indeed  the  only  guide,  in  discovering 
Ikt  etymology  of  geographical  names,  for  the  Arabic 
vermos  me  too  modem,  and  in  other  ti^anslations  it  was 

#  impossible 

^  The  Talmndists  describe  Betfapkage  a8  being  close  to  Jenisafttn, 
dttEvazfgJkts  as  being  fifteen  stadia  distaat  from  it.  This  is  no 
eentndic^n,  because  Betbphage  signifies  the  valley  between  Jem* 
■dem  aad  the  mouiifr  of  Olives,  as  well  as  tfas  town  which  lay  on  thp 
tChcr  nde  of  tl^snouiit'*. 

•  From^fen,  *  favour.'  * 

'  From  iV&,^^  '  to  Bow  tojg;ether^/ 
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impossible  to  preserve  the  orthography  of  the  East.  But 
this  praise  of  the  Syriac  version  I  will  not  carry  so  far 
as  to  suppose  that  the  translator  was  never  mbtaken,  nor 
contend  that  his  explanation  of  the  garden  and  house 
Gethsemane  (Tt^a-niAavn  or  Tt^<r^[Aauu)y  Matth.  xxvii. 
'36.  viz.  ^v^nn^ .  is  to  be  preferred  to  another  etymo- 
logy, since  an  inhabitant  of  Edessa  might  be  well  ac- 
quainted with  Judaea  in  general,  without  knowing  the 
origin  of  the  name  of  a  summer-house  in  the  neighbour- 
hood of  Jerusalem.  Agreeably  to  the  practice  of  the 
Syrians  in  translating  from  Greek  authors^  he  has  some- 
times retained  the  Greek  orthography,  and.forNaiv,  has 
used  ^\i  though  it  was  written  in  nd»rew  cry:i.  See 
the  Syriac  Grammar,  §  63.  He  has  often  followed  the 
same  rule  with  respect  to  the  names  of  persons,  of  which 
«tfQ^!i»  2  Cor.  ii.  32.  is  an  instance  ;  and  his  etymology 
of  Uarabbas,  Matth.  xxvii.  16.  (o];:o,  is  different  from 
Ihe  Hebrew,  as  Jerom  relates  in  his  remark  on  this 
passage,  that  he  is  called  in  the  Hebrew  ijospel^  filius 
magistri  eorum,- which  would  be  D31  "Tl:  but  if  the 
Syriac  translator  was  mistaken,  it  was  ho  dishonour  to 
be  ignorant  in  regard  to  the  name  of  a  malefactor. 

Simon,  in  his  Hist.  Grit  des  Vers.  ch.  xv.  has  treated 
4>f  tvhe  use  of  the  Syriac  veision,  and  has  taken  from  it 
some  useful  extracts.  John  Fr.  Bernd  has  written  a 
treatise,  entitled  Schediasma  de  primariis  versionis  Sy- 
riacfB  virtutibus,  Halae  1732,  but  the  author  was  at  that 
time  not  possessed  of  the  Oriental  literature,  which  he  has 
displayed  in  some  later  writings ;  Gutbier,  in  his  preface 
to  bis  Syriac  Testament,  has  also  made  ternaries  on  this 
subject,  but  they  are  made  for  the  most  part  without 
judgement 

Beside  the  critical  use  of  the  Syriac  versfon,  which 
will  be  examined  in  the  following  section,  it  leads  us 
sometimes  to  just  and  beautiful  explanations,  where 
other  help  is  insufficient,  for  instance  Matth.  vi.  7. 
John  xvi.  2.  Rom.  ix.  22.  xiii.  3 '.  and  confirms  some 
ancient  rites,  in  which  we  are  deeply  intelMted;  such  aa 

the 

■ 

*  See  the  first  section  of  the'Curv* 


SECT.  IX.  >      Ancient  Versions  of  the  JVT/  7!  45 

the  cdebration  oC  Sunday,  1  Cor.  xi.  20 '\  And  10  dis*. 
cofering  either  the  meaniBg  of  an  unusual  word,  or  the 
Dousual  noeaning  of  a  coQimon  word,  where  no  asiistance 
GUI  be  had  from  the  Greek  authors,  the  Syriac  version 
may  be  of  singular  service,  as  the  translator  was  probably 
acquainted  with  the  languiige  of  common  life,  as  well  as 
wtdi  the  language  of  books,  and  is  at  least  of  equal 
aolhority  with  a  Greek  lexicon  of  later  ages. 

Latin  translations  have  been  added  to  the  Syriac  ver- 
sioo,  in  order  to  render  its  use  more  general,  but  as  they 
are  very  errqpeous '',  they  cannot  be  consulted  with 
safety,  without  attending  at  the  same  time  to  the  Syfiac 


S  E  C  T.     IX.    • 

Critical  use  of  the  Syrim:  version. 

TTHE  chief  advantage  to  be  derived  from  the  Syriac 
version  is,  in  applying  it  to  the  purposes  of  criti- 
dsm.  Its  high* antiquity,  and  frequent  deviation  from 
the  common  reading,  in.  passages  of  importance,  must 
recommend  Ae  use  of  it  to  every  critic,  who  in  general 
inll  find  himself  rewarded  for  his  trouble.  Example^ 
may  be  seen  in  MjlFs  Prolegomena,  §1246—^1257, 
and  still  more  in  the  seventh  section  of  the  Cures,  where 
I  have  constantly  marked  the  rarity  of  the  quoted  read-, 
log.  Those  readings,  which  I  have  marked  as  rare,  are 
of  two  kinds ;  either  sueh  as  are  found  only  in  one,  two, 
or  three  manuscripts,  of  which  I  have  given,  in, the 
deventh  section  of  the  Curte,  an  alphabetical  list,  as  far 
9s  r^rds  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles;  or  such  as  have 
been  hitherto  found  in  no  manuscript,  whether  this  arises 
from  their  not  existing  in  any  manuscript,  or  from  a 
ne^gent  examinatiomof  them,  a  misfortune  which  has 
likewise  been  the  fete  of  the  Syriac  version^. 

The  difference  between  the  Syriac  version,  and  th^ 
peatest  part  of  the  Greek  manuscripts,  is  no  ground  for 

condemning 

*  Curae,  ncX,  13.  .         « 


•« 


1 


« 
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tondtpming  the  former.  It  is  natural  Id  suppose,  from 
its  great'  tetiquity,  that  it  vomt  deviate  in  many  cases 
from'  tlMT  Greek  manuscripts^  the  ddest  of  which  were 
written  above  four  hundred  years  later,  and  are  mostly 
the  produce  of  countries  remote  from  Syria.  They  were 
probably  taken  neither  from  the  same  copy,  nor  frpm 
the  same  edition,  and  length  of  dme  must  have  rendered 
the  difference  still  greater.  But  on  the  other  hand,  we 
must  not  suppose  that  every  reading  is  genuine,  where 
tiie  Syriac  version  differs  from  the  later  manuscripts,  be- 
(iause  the  ancient  Gredc  copy,  that  wa»  used  by  the 
Syriac  translator,  had  undoubtedly  its  faults,  the  version 
itself  has  not  descended  unaltered  '  to  the  present  age\ 
and  our  printed  editions  are  extremely  faulty.  It  is 
almost  impossible  therefore  to  give  general  rules  on  this 
subject,  as  it  is  Aften  difficult  to  determine  whether  this 
difference  must  be  .ascribed  to  an  error  in  the  ancient 
'  Greek  manuscript,*  ^dm  which  the  Syrian  translated,  to 
a  corruption  of  the  Syriac  text,  or  a  corruption  of  the 
Greek  manuscripts  that  are  now  extant.  This  point 
being  once  determined,  we  shall  tnske  a  greater  progress 
In  the  criticism  of  the  New  Testament  ^. 

In  using  the  Syriac  version,  we  must  ne^r  forget  that 
•ur  present  editions  are  very  imperfect,  and  not  con- 
clude, that  every  reading  of  the  Syriac  printed  text  was 
tiie  reading  of  the  Greek  manuscripts  of  t^e  first  century. 
Mark  xiii.  37,  we  fi  ml  ^r^v  -»^ ,  bat  we  pannot  oer- 
tainly  infer  from  thjs  expression,  that  the  reading  in  jthe 
Gr^k  manuscript,  used  by  the  iyri^c  translator,  was  ^ 
h  VjAiv  Af^M  vftiTiir  TMIN  ht^,  since  it  is  possible^  that 
tiie  presecft  Syriac  word^is  an  erratum  ibr  ^V-^Vj  the 
reading  Qf  the  Philoxenian  versKH).  Here  though  we 
may  conjecture  that  the  old  Greek  manusmpt  had  the 
abave  reading,  yet  as  the  erratum  in  tHe  Syriac  is  so 
fasy,  we  can  make  no  certain  conalusion  till  it  be  l!aU- 
fiea  by  the  authority  of  some  Greek  manuscript.  The 
critic  must  perform  what  the  editors  have  neglected,  and 
abote  all  things  endeavour  to  render  the  Syriac  text  as 

correct 

'  Curq^  sect.  6.  ^  Curs?,  sect.  12. 
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correct  as  possible.  For  thi^  purpose,  if  be  has  na- 
SjTiac  manuscripts  in  his  ptssessiao,  he  may  have  recourse 
10  the  Persic  version  in  the  Gospels,  and^o  the  Erpenian 
Arabic  version,  in  the  Epistles  and  Acts  of  the  Apostles, 
is  recommended  in  my  father's  treatise  De  yar.  lect'* 
Nov.  Test  caute  coUisendis,  §  66.  72.  77.  In  thi 
fiftti  and  sixth  sections  or  the  Curse,  I  hare  attempted  to 
faUow  his  example,  but  till  we  have  more  kna9vle<^  of 
Ifae  old  Syriac  manuscripts,  we  shall  arrive  at  no  cer** 
tuDty.  In  using  the  coMn^pn  editions  of  the  Syriac 
Tntament,  thi^e  of  Outbier  wd  Schaaf,  the  various 
reflHngB  printed  at  the  end  must  always  be  examined, 
because  tbey  shew  the  difference  between  those  and  the 
more  andent  editions,  a  caution  which  is  the  mfre  ne^ 
cessary,  aa  the^  later  editors  have  had  the  imprudence  \p 
ioterpoiate  whole  passages  in  the  Syriac  text,  namely  thf! 
kmning  of  John  viii.  Acts.  viii.  37.  1  John  v.  7,  &c; 

The  extrabts,  which  critics  have  hitherto  made  from 
the  Syriac  version,  ar6  very  incomplete,  although  it  is  uni-^ 
vecsally  known,  and^  has  been  more^nskd  than  any  odier, 
or  perhaps  than  all  other  sources  of  critical  assistance  to* 
grfher.  Min,  who  was  unacquainted  with  Syriac,  was 
oU^ged  to  rely  on  the  Latin  translation,  the  consequence 
of  which  was  a  very  great  number  of  omissions  and  mis^ 
takes,  of  tvhich  the  reader^  will  find  an 'account  in  the 
seienth  section  of  the  Curae :  I  have  never  counted  them,  ^ 
but  the  number  is  b^twe^  tiiree  and  six  hundred. 
Wetstein  has  used  it  with  more  accuracy,  yet  I  hav6 
coaoted  in  the  Gospel  of  St«  Mark  alone  three  hundred 
vA  sixty  various  readings  in  the  Syriac  l^i^ment,  that 
Wetstein  has  dther  omitted  or  quoted  erroiteously.  In 
Ae  Acts  of  the  Aposties,  if  the  remarks  of  Mill  be  used 
at  the  same  time  with  those  in  the  Cum,  ^pt  I  have 
aot  extracted  a  second  time  whiit  others  had  done  be* 
ibre)  the  reader  ivill  have  a  tolerably  complete  Collection 
from  that  book  of  the  Syriac  Testament,  though  it  #Bii 
impossible  to  avoid  making  some  Omissions,  which  I 
have  since  discoverad.  J.  W.  Reusch,  a  clergyman  in 
Wblferstadty  published  at  Leipzig  in  1742^  oyrus  in« 

terpres 
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terpres  cum  fonte  N.  T.  Graeci  collatus,  the  most  com-» 
plete  treatise  on  this  subject ;,  it  may  be  used  by  those' 
who  would  criticise  on  the  New  Testament,  without  a 
knowledge  of  Syriac,  and  Wetstein  would  have  made 
.fewer  mistakes,  ii  he  had  paid  a  proper  attention  to  this 
Vork.  Yet,  in  collating  the  Gospel  of  St.  Mark,  I  have 
found  in  it  many  omissions,  and  the  reader  may  himself 
compare  it  with  the  sixth  and  seventh  sections,  of  the 
above-mentioned  Cures. 

The  preceding  observations  were  made  in  the  second 
edition  of  this  Introduction ;  since  that  time  a  public!a- 
tion  has  appeared,  in  which  the  errors  of  Mill  and  Btn- 
gel  are  more  fully  displayed,  and  in  some  measure  cor- 
rected,^not  only  in  regard  to  the  Syriac,  but  other  Ori- 
ental versions.  This  publication  is  from  Professor  Bode,, 
dated  1767,  with  the  following  rather  unfriendly  title,. 
Pseudocritica  Millio-Bengeliana,  sive  tractatus  criticus,, 
quo  versionum  sacrarum  orientaliun(i,  Syriffcse,  Arabi- 
carum,  Polyglottae,  Erpenian®,  et  Romanae,  Persica--'. 
rum,  PolyglottfB  et,  AVbclocianse,  ^thiopic®  et  Arme- 
nicae  allegatione^s  pro  variis  N.  T.  Xirseci  lectionibus  a» 
Jo.  Millio  et  Jo.  Alb.  Bengelio  frustra  facte  plene  fe- 
censentur,  refutantur,  et  eliminantur,  insertis  earundem 
versionum  veris  allegationibus.  If  the  object  of  thist 
work,  as  might  be  concluded  from  the  last  words  of  die 
*  title,  were  not  only  to  correct  the  errors  of  Mill  and 
Bengel,  but  also  «to  deliver  complete  extracts  from  th^se 
versions,  a  very  considerable  part  has  been  neglected,  a9 
will  appear  from  the  examples  which  I  have  taken  froia 
only  two  chapters  of  the  Syriac  version,  and  mhich  I  will 
sqbjoin  at  the  end  of  this  section.  On  the  other  hand, 
it  is  possible  that  the  aqthors  intention  was  merely  to. 
amend  theliaults  of  his  predecessors*,  and  it  is  even  pro-; 
bable,  as  he  has  taken  no  notice  of  those  instances  which 
Reusch  had  quoted  coirectly.  But  in  this  case,  tliough 
we  are  highly  indebted  to  the  learned  and  industrious 
professor,  yet  in  our  critical  researches  into  the  various 
readings  of  the.  New  Testament,  hi^icxtracts  will  be  in-; 
sufficient,  and  we  must  always  have  recourse  to  the  ver- 
sion itself. 

The 
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The  following  are  the  above-mentioned  omissions, 
taken  from  the  two  first  chapters  of  St.  Mark,  being 
readings  of  the  Syriac  that  are  found  neither  in  Mill| 
Bengel,  nor  Wetstein. 

Mark  i.  6.  Hy  ii  luai^yi};  tvJcJujticvof] — The  reading  of 

the  Syr.  vers,  is  «uto;  h  0  Icaavvi};  nv  tviiivfAtyof  tyivfAUj  which 

is  compounded  of  the  reading  in  this  verse,  and  that  of 
Mattb.  iii.  4.  It  is  probably  fsJse,  yet  worthy  of  notice. 

xan   i9'^ui¥   axgiictg]^K»i   n   rf9fn  otvnt    axgiifg,    from 

Matth.  iii.  4.  These  two  examples  shew,  that  the 
charge  which  is  laid  by  Jerom  to  the  Latin  versions^ 
that  the  text  of  one  Evangelist  had  been  altered  from 
that  of  another,  is  due  likewise  to  the  Syriac  version. 
Tatiao's  Syriac  work,  entitled  Diatessaron,  and  describ- 
ed lo  Assemani  Bibl.  Orient.  Tom.  III.  P.  I.  p.  12,  13. 
migfac  have  given  rise  to  these  alterations.  See  the  latter 
part  of  the  seventh  section  of  this  chapter. 

aiiUw%i\ — The  Syr.  vers,  not  only  omits  no-iAS'wv,  (as 
Wetstein  has  already  noticed)  in  conjunction  with  the 
Codex  Epbrem  and  Cod.  Stephani  91,  but  has  ty  rang 

Ver.  23-  ^9  "sniMfAotri  axad'otfry] — ^The  Syr.  vers,  ex- 
presses *  in  whom  was  an  impure  spirit : '  this  is  probably 
oot  a  mere  paraphrase,  but  the  reading  of  Luke  iv.  33;. 
tj(fa  innofA^,  which  the  translator  has  rendered  in  a  simi^ 
lar  manner  ^  Here  again  is  an  instance  to  which  the 
obsermtion  may  be  applied,  that  was  made  on  the  two 
first  examples  '•  This  reading  is  the  more  remarkable, 
because  the  old  Latip  versions  in  the  Cod.  firixiensis  and 
Cod.  Veronensis,  published  by  Blanchini,  coincide  with 
it,  having  qui  habebat  spiritum,  &c.  ^ 

Ver.  27.  Tif  n  iii»x^^ — ^The  Syr.  and  Pers.  versions 
hate  Ma$  TK  n  hixyju. 

Ver.  31.  nyii^iy  mwn^t  Hfartcai  mii  ;^sftgo(  avruf] — The 

Syr.  vers,  inverts  the  order  of  these  words,  namely  x^a- 
Twmf  mf  Xfi(^s  rnvrnf  ^yngiif  avrny.  This  inversion  I  should 

not 

I  In  St  Mark,  }Z)^  )^;  o^  jooi  A]> .    In  St.  Luke>  jooi  ^l 
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not  have  noticed,  were  it  not  found  in  some  ancient 
Latin  versions,  and  the  Codex  Cantabri^ensis,  which 
has  a  great  aflSnity  to  the  Syriac  version :  but  the  Cod, 
Cant  has  an  addition  in  this  place  not  found  in  the 
Syriac^, 

Ver.  35.  ilt?Atv  is  omitted  in  the  Syr.  vers,  (as  ob- 
si^rved  by  Reusch)  and  also  in  the  Latin  version  in  the 
Cod.  Veronensis*. 

Ver.  39*  «»'  ^*»^  avvAy^Ytt^f  avr»ii] — w  tmc^tf  raiq  <ru»- 
tcyb>yotig   avrw, 

Ver.  40.  waf  axaAwv  avrov  xoci  yo»urEr»p  «iitoi»] — invert- 
ed^  yovviferu¥  avrov,  xx^ /tFa^axxXw  oMroy, 

Ver-  44.  Tw  i«fn] — Mill  observes,  that  in  the  Syriac 
the  plural  is  used,  as  if  the  Greek  were  upfv«*i :  he  should 
also  iiave  observed,  that  the  use  of  the  plural  canifot  be 
immediately  ascribed  to  the  translator,  but  to  the  person 
who  added  the  vowels,  for  |«icto ,  without  points,  may 
express  the  singular  as  well  as  the  plural^.  Bode  has 
here  remarked,  tliat  the  Syriac  translator  has  explained 
xt^ti  from  Luke  xvii.  14.  a  passage  which  relates  to  a 
totally  different  subject 

Vgr.  45  •  f*v«f'»'*  «uTo>]  —  /xfixin  i-w  Iirrirv. 

Mark  ii.  1 .  xai  vixso'd'D  on]  —  xtti  ot«  nxvcd'ii  on.  This 
,  reading  is  remarkable,  1 .  because  the  Cod.  Vercellensis 
In  the  Latin  expresses  likewise  ore,  but  in  the  begintiing 
of  the  verse  xa*  on  -srothw  * :  2.  because  ©t«  and  ^n  pro- 
ducing a  disagreeable  effect  so  near  each  other,  the  one 
might  be  easily  omitted,  or  transposed  by  the  copyists. 

Ver.  3.  VTTO  Tfo-cafwp] —  IV  /*fo-M  rwvupovy  which  is 
likewise  the  reading  of  the  Latin  version  in  tiie  Cod. 
Brixianus  '. 

Ver,  16.  n  on]  —  Aarat,  as  in  the  Lwin  version  in  the 
Cod.  Vercell.  Veron.  and  Brixianlrs.  This  reading  is 
the  more  reuiarkabie,  because  Stephanus  quotes  it  icovc%. 
his  Codex  jS,  which  is  supposed  to  be  the  same  with  tho 
Codex  Cantabrigiensis.  It  has  not  been  quoted  frottx 
the  Cod.  Cant  *° :  but  whether  we  suppose  tho  jCodesc 
P  to  be  actually  the  same  with  the  Cod.  Cant.,  or  so 
nearly  related  to  it,  that  they  might  be  considered  as 
4  equal , 


SECT.  X.       Ancient  Venkm  oftht  N.T.  51 

equal,  the  agreement  of  the  Syriac  version  with  a  ma- 
Duscript,  to  which  it  has  SQ  general  an  affinity  is  not  un* 
worthy  of  notice. 


SECT.    X. 
Of  the  more  modem  Syriac  versions* 

nr  H  E  translation  of  the  second  epistle  of  St.  Peter, 
the  second  and  third  of  St.  John,  that  of  St 
Jude,  and  the  Revelation  of  St.  John,  is  undoubtedly 
modem,  and  not  made  by  the  same  person  who  trans- 
lated into  Syriac  the  rest  of  the  New  Testamejit.  Several 
words,  that  are  properly  rendered  by  the  ancient  trans- 
lator, were  misunderstood  by  the  other;  for  instance 
AiJiof,  Jude  6.  he  renders  falsely  '  invisible ','  whereas 
the  old  translator,  Rom.  i.  20.  has  rightly  translated  it 
*  eternal "".'  I  pass  over  at  present  the  great  diversity  in 
the  style  of  these  versions,  because  it  would  be  difficult 
to  explain  it  to  those  who  are  ignorant  of  Syriac,  and 
those  who  are  acquainted  with  the  language  will  easily 
perceive  it  themselves  *.  The  above-mentioned  books  of 
the  New  Testament  are  found  in  no  manuscripts  of  the 
Syrian  Peshito;  neither  Nestorians  nor  Jacobites  read 
b  their  churches  the  Revelation  of  St.  John,  and  £bed« 
jesu  distinguished  the  three  epistles  of  James,  Peter,  and 
John,  from  the  four  excepted,  by  adding  the  following 
clause,  '  the  three  epistles,  that  are  ascribed  to  the  Apos- 
tles James,  Peter,  and  John,  in  all  manuscripts  and  lan- 
guages, and  are  called  catholic.^  See  Simon,  p.  171.. 
and  Assemani  fiibl.  Orient.  Tom.  III.  p.  9,  10.  15. 
That  tibc  translation  was  made  immediately  from  the 
Greek  appears,  among  other  marks,  from  this,  that  the 
use  of  the  Greek  article  is  retained  in  the  Syriac  where 
it  is  wholly  superfluous  *.     The  translator  of  the  book 

of 

*  On  the  other  hand,  it  is  probable  that  mito^,  io  Jewish  Greek, 
signi^ed  like^rise  '  inyisible.'  See  the  Wisdom  of  Solomon  ii.  33. 
m  96. 

*  See  my  father's  Note  on  Bengel's  Tract,  de  sinceritate  N.  T. 
tneuda,  f  d.  b. 

1>  a 
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of  Revelation  has  preserved  even  the  termination  of  the 
Greek  cases,  writing  ch.  xv.  7.  ">^\'  ><^  for  ^laAar,  and 
xvi.  2.  ^U-*-s>  for  fiotXJiv,  But  he  has  often  betrayed 
the  grossest  ignorance,  having  translated,  for  example, 
ch.  viii.  13.  u  fAt€xg»vfifd.oLrif  ^  through  the  midst  of  the 
bloody  tail ','  instead  of  *  through  the  midst  of  heaven :' 
and  ttiis  ignorance  of  the  translator  makes  it  often  difE^ 
cult  to  determine  what  was  the  reading  of  the  Greek 
manuscript,  from  which  he  took  his  version,  a  circum- 
stance the  more  distressing  in  the  Revelation,  because 
the  Syriac  diflfcrs  considerably  in  this  book  from  our 
common  text,  and  very  few  Greek  manuscripts  of  the 
Revelation  are  now  extant.  For  instance,  Rev.  ii.  13. 
the  common  reading  is  Avtitac,  but  the  Syriac  expresses 

It  is  difficult  to  determine  who  was  the  author  of  this 
version,  and  we  shall  probably  come  to  no  decision,  till 
we  have  an  edition  of  the  whole  Philoxenian  version.  In 
the  manuscript,  from  which  Lud.  dc  Dieu  published 
the  Syriac  Revelation,  was  the  following  subscription, 
Viopoif  \;Z]  ^  ;|suB3  oAs!  ^  a\^.  In  the  last  word  is 
an  evident  erratum  of  Rish  for  Dolath,  which  very  fre« 
quently  occurs  in  Syriac :  the  word  ought  to  be  written 
^^01!,  and  the  meaning  of  the  subscription  is,  ^  pray 
JTor  him,  who  wrote  this,  Caspar  from  the  land  of  the 
Indians/  But  he  was  only  the  transcriber  who  wrote 
this  particular  copy,  not  the  author  of  the  version.  La 
Croze  %  who  first  discovered  the  above  erratum  *,  says 
that  a  Syriac  liturgy,  likewise  copied  by  one  Caspar  of 
India,  is  preserved  in  a  library  at  Halle,  I  suppose  in  tliat 
of  the  Orphan  House  ^,  which  was  probably  brought 
from  Tranqnebar. 

It  appears  then  that  the  MS.  of  the  Revelation,  which 
belonged  to  Scaliger,  and  which  de  Dieu  printed,  was 
brought  from  the  peninsula  of  India,  on  this  side  the 
Ganges.  With  respect  to  the  author  of  the  version, 
Asseman,  Tom.  III.  P.  II.  p.  337.  of  his  BibK  Or.  sup- 
poses him  to  have  been  Maraba  Q^^j  s^}j^)j  of  whom  he 

give^ 

*  Histoire  du  Christiwiiune  des  lodes,  Liv.  III.  p.  S3o* 
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^ves  a  descriptioo,  Tom.  II.  p.  411.  and  Tom.  III. 
P.  I.  p.  75 — 81.  This  Maraba,  which  is  the  same  as 
A£r.  Abba,  was  Mafrejan,  or  Primate  of  the  East,  be- 
tween the  years  535  and  552,  and  translated  the  Old 
Testanoent  from  the  Greek,  though  ja  translation  had 
been  already  made.  That  he  was  the  author  of  the  Sy« 
liac  i^ersion  of  the  Revelation  is  in  itself  not  improbable^ 
for  be  was  by  birth  a  Pjersian,  educated  in  the  religion 
of  Zoroaster,  without  any  instruction  either  in  Greek  or 
Syrkc ;  but,  after  he  was  converted  to  Christianity^  he 
levDl  Syriac  at  Nisibis,  and  Greek  at  Edessa,  from  a 
Jacobite  Christian  of  the  name  of  Thomas,  whom  he 
afterwards  accompanied  to  Alexandria,  and  there  applied 
himself  to  making  translations.  A  man  of  this  descrip- 
tjoo  might  easily  have  committed  the  mistakes  that  are 
found  in  the  Syriac  Revelation,  and  therefore  the  opi- 
nioQ  of  Asseman  is  qot  absolutely  to  be  rejected  ^ 

Ridley  %  on  the  other  hand,  is  of  opinion  that  those 
books  of  the  New  Testament,  which  are  the  subject  of 
this  section,  are  a  real  part  of  the  Philoxenian  version '', 
and  it  cannot  be  denied  that  there  is  a  striking  unifor- 
iniljr  in  the  mode  of  translating.  In  support  of  his  opi- 
nioD  be  appeals,  1.  to  the  character  of  the  version  itself; 
2.  to  the  subscription  of  a  copy  of  the  Syriac  Revelation 
preserved  at  Florence,  in  which  the  transcriber  says  that 
he  took  this  copy  in  1582  at  Rome,  from  an  ancient 
manoscript,  which  Thomas  of  Heraclea  had  written  with 
bis  owo  band  ^.  .  It  is  true  that  we  cannot  always  de- 
pend on  such  subscriptions,  and  our  doubts  are  aug- 
OKoted  by  the  circumstance  that  oiJio?,  Rom.  i.  20.  as 
lUdley  himself  allows,  is  rendered  in  the  Philoxenian  ver- 
sion 1^  |a^»A:»,  '  eternal,'  whereas,  Jude  6.  it  is  translated 
tx^p,  *  unknown,'  or  'invisible.'  Admitting  the  trans- 
laUao  to  be  justifiable,  yet  the  sense  given  to  AAliof,  Rom. 
i.  20.  would  have  been  full  as  suitable  in  the  other  pas- 
sage, and  the  difference  seems  to  imply  a  different  trans- 
iiU)r;  but  I  will  not  be  positive,  since  it  is  possible  that 

atran$* 

'  De  Ters.  Syr.  p.  39,  40. 

irill  be  described  in  the  following  sectioiu 

i>  3 
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a  translator  may  without  any  reason  vary  in  his  expla- 
nation of  a  word.     With  respect  to  the  extraordinary 
translation  of  rv  /Mo-s^ocvujbiftriy  Rev.  viii.  13,  Storr  Ob** 
serves  that  the  same  etymological  mistakes  are  found  in 
the  Philoxenian  version,  for  instance  Mattii.  xxiii.  25. 
tD'«^o4/ir,  ^  a  dish/  is  rendered  |^*^  |z^,  as  if  it  were  de- 
rived from  oi^ify  '  visus/  and  the  same  /uiKrir^AfD/xaTi,  ia 
other  parts  of  the  Revelation  is  more  properly  translated, 
namely,    ch.  xiv.  6.  by  ]^\>^^ ,  *  through  the  heaven/ 
and  chu  xix.  17.  by  V„^  av  v^^  ^  *  in  the  midst  of  the 
heaven.'    In  the  49^^  section  of  his  Observationes  super 
versionibusN.T.  Syriacis,  he  subscribes  therefore,  as  far 
as  regards  the  Revelation,  to  the  opinion  of  Ridley ;  and 
there  is  so  great  a  similarity  between  that  book  and  the 
Philoxenian  version  •,  that  I  can  see  no  objection '.  With 
respect  to  the  four  catholic  epistles,  Storr  is  of  a  diflferent 
opinion,  §  48.    The  mode  o(  translation  in  these  epis- 
tles appears  to  him  to  be  totally  different  from  that  in 
the  Philoxenian  version ;  for  instance  n;rf6»»  is  rendered 
in  the  latter  with  too  great  attention  to  etymology  by 
jAl^!  Lo'rMSLM,  '  beauty  of  fear,'  whereas  2  Pet«  i.  bTit  is 
translated  more  properly  |oi!^  AXi^!  ^  the  fear  of  God.' 
He  quotes  several  other  examples  of  this  kind,  and  con- 
cludes that  our  printed  Syriac  version  of  these  epistles 
never  made  a  part  of  the  Philoxenian ;  but  he  refers  to 
the  latter  certain  fragments  quoted  by  Pococke  from 
Dionysius. 

We  shall  never  be  able  to  decide  this  question  with 
certainty,  till  we  have  an  edition  of  the  whole  Philoxe- 
nian version ' :  at  present  we  must  be  contented  to  rely 

on 

^  An  argument  against  this  opinion  might  be  drawn  from  Ridley's 
own  words,  p.  25.  where,  speaking  of  Ephraem,  he  says,  in  Apo* 
calypsi,  si  dialectum  in  vocabulorum  forma  excipias,  mire  concinit 
cum  versione  Heracleensi  Ephraemo  duobis  sa^culis  recentiuxi.  Now 
the  version,  with  which  the  quotations  of  Ephraem,  who  lived  in  the 
fourth  century,  so  remarkably  coincide,  cannot  possibly  be  the  Phi- 
loxenian or  Heracleensian.  But  this  coincidence  has  b^  supported 
by  no  example :  I  conclude  therefore  that  Ridley's  observation  is 
grounded  on  an  error,  and  that  he  mistook  the  quotations  of  Jacob 
of  Edessa,  which  be  found  in  tl^e  works  of  Ephrfteni^  for  those  ol 
Ephraem  himself/ 
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OQ  die  accounts  of  others,  and  should  therefore  deliver 
our  opinions  with  modesty  and  caution.  But  before  I 
conclude  this  section,  the  reader  \i'iU  permit  me  to 
venture  a  conjecture  with  respect  to  the  book  of  Re- 
velation. 

It  is  the  opinion  of  Storr,  (and  I  can  see  no  ground 
fix*  re^tiog  it)  that  there  existed  another  version  of  the 
four  caiholic  epistles,  besides  the  Philoxenian'*,  and  it 
was  probably  made  in  a  very  early  age ;  for  Ephraem  has 
quoted  these  epistles  (as  Hassencamp  has  shewn  in  his 
BemartLs  ")>  though  they  never  had  a  place  in  the  Pe-r 
shitD.  It  is  difficult  to  conceive  that  Ephraem,  who 
wrote  m  Syriac,  though  a  part  of  his  works  remain  only 
in  the  Greek  translation,  would  have  quoted  books  of 
the  New  Testament  with  this  clause,  ^  for  the  Scripture , 
says','  if  those  books  made  a  part  of  no  Syriac  version". 
They  must  have  existed  then  in  Syriac  so  early  as  the 
fourdi  century. 

It  may  be  asked  if  there  was  not  also  a  more  ancient ' 
translation  of  the  Revelation  of  St  Johii,Hhan  the  Phi- 
kmentan  "  ?  It  appears  even  that  Ephraem  has  quoted  it 
mofe  than  once  in  his  sermons^  which  he  composed  in 
verse  (|»  v^  ^)  ^\  as  Hassencamp  has  likewise  shewu  in 
his  renmrks  '^  Another  circumstance  which  corrobo* 
rales  the  opinion»  that  there  existed  two  or  even  more 
translations  of  this  book,  is  that  the  above-mentioned 
lunfm^nfMM  is  translated  properly  in  the  latter  half  of  the 
book,  in  the  former  half  improperly.  This  is  a  fault, 
which  could  hardly  have  been  committed  by  the  same 
translator  in  one  and  the  same  book ;  for  in  translating 
4he  iborteenth  he  could  not  have  forgotten  the  eighth 
chapter,  and  would  either  have  translated  it  as  before, 
or,  if  io  the  mean  time  he  was  become  better  acquainted 
with  the  Greek  expression,  he  would  have  corrected  his 
error  in  the  aghth  chapter.  It  is  reasonable  therefore  to 
conclude,  that  there  were  two  or  more  translations,  and 
that  one  was  interpolated  from  the  other ;  and,  if  I  am 

not 

'  Abth  7«^  n  yf»fn.  Tom.  T.  p.  76.    of  the  Greek  edition  of 
Yfiamem.    He  there  quotes  from  the  third  epistle  of  St.  John. 
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not  mistaken,  the  proper  translation  of  /Aco-sf  avD/t*»  may 
be  referred  to  the  more  ancient  version,  and  the  false 
one  to  that  of  Philoxenus. 

Jacob  of  Edessa ',  who  was  Bishop  of  that  city  from 
677  to  708,  and  wrote  remarks  on  the  book  of  Genesis, 
which  are  published  as  a  kind  of  catena  with  those 
of  Ephraem,  quotes  in  his  observations  on  Gen.  xxxix. 
17,  the  following  passage  *  from  Rev.  xvii.  3 — 6*  It 
coincides  in  many  respects  with  our  printed  edition,  but 
in  others  it  differs  so  very  widely,  even  in  matters  which 
are  essential  to  the  Philoxenian  version,  that  the  Syrian 
father  seems  to  have  taken  his  quotation  from  a  different 
version.  The  two  following  columns  will  present  the 
reader  with  a  distinct  view  of  this  passage,  as  it  stands  in 
the  quotation  of  Jacob,  and  in  that  of  our  printed  text, 
which  was  first  published  by  Lud.  de  Dieu  '^. 


Edition  of  de  Dieu. 

*•  {O^L..  r=>  j^iA^\l  t^\^  .3 


Quotation  of  Jacob. 
bbdirlD  *  01^!  JZAaJ  L\^  .3 

•  Assemani  Biblioth.  Orient.  Tom.  I.  p. 426.  Tom.  II.  p. 335 — 337. 
In  the  last  of  these  places  the  life  of  Jacob  is  related  more  at, large, 
atid  a  mistake  corrected  with  respect  to  the  date,  which  had  been 
made  in  the  first  volume.    See  also  Tom.  III.  P.  II.  p.  229* 

*  See  the  Roman  edition  of  £phraem*8  Syriac  Works,  Vol,  I.  p.  192. 

*■  a%^^\  is  here  added  paraphrastically,  at  least  it  is  not  warranted 
by  the  Greek.  It  may  be  likewise  observed,  as  an  instance  of  Phi- 
loxenian precision,  that  in  the  edition  of  de  Dieu  Lomad  is  prefixed 
to  jZAij  ". 

^  This  is  a  literal  translation,  and  such  as  might  be  expected  from 
the  Philoxenian  version.  In  the  quotation  of  Jacob,  the  translation 
is  more  free,  the  word  being  used  expressive  of  riding,  which  is  better 
Syriac,  in  the  same  manner  as  John  xii.  15.  in  the  Peshito'*. 

^  \.XM  Z.Qaa#  signifies  literally  *  beast  of  a  tooth,'  that  is,  *  wild 
beast.'  This  forced  expression  betrays  a  translator  who  is  resolved 
to  lose  no  emphasis,  and  White  observes  in  his  Note  to  Mark  i.  1 5, 
that  it  is  constantly  used  for  Sn^iop  in  the  Philoxenian  version.  The 
quotation  of  Jacob  has  simply  JZoaa^  as  in  the  Peshito,  1  Cor. 
XV.  32. 

'Here  the  masculine  is  used,  though  contrary  to  the  rules  of  the 
Syriac  grammar,  for  which  no  other  reason  can  be  assigned  thau  tbet 
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lOi^s^M  \m^  oil^  A.^}!  •t^^ro^ 

111;  ^xi-A3  oi-^j  «^o  .5 


)^(o  \i>cnn  (no  oi^  ^  A«i;  .4 
.^  p;:^;)»o  oi^t  )Zo^1!  ^  jZojid! 

|r>tQg);o  ]Aa«1»  1^1  '  woi  |Aa; 


ytfMp  is  Qsed  in  the  Greek :  bat  Jacob  has  the  foeminlRe,  as  it  must 

agree  with   /aa»>»    Om/aa  is  litarally  translated  by  >Q#t  '  nomen/ 

whereas  the  quotatioD  of  Jacob  has  \]^,  *  verbum/ 

*  Here  is  a  trifling  difference,  which  may  be  considered  either  as  a 
TarioDs  reading,  or  the  result  of  a*free  quotation. 

^  That  A-»j  is  not  here  followed  by  |ooi ,  as  in  the  quotation  of 
Jacob,  is  to  be  ascribed  to  the  precision  of  the  translator,  who  was 
resolved  to  express  tx^^m,  as  closely  as  possible.  This  appears  to 
be  Philoxenian,  but  in  the  quotation  of  Jacob  the  language  is  more 
floeiit. 

t  oiX»!  is  Qsed  in  order  to  express  awm  with  more  emphasis^  but 
cay^lo ,  which  is  used  in  Jacob's  quotation,  discovers  a  translator 
who  was  less  attentive  to  such  emphasis. 

'  It  seems  that  the  translator  by  ]LqmDi  \\  intended  to  denote  the. 

composition  of  ««aO«^f,  a  nicety  to  which  no  attention  is  paid  in 
Jacob's  text. 

^  Here  the  two  texts  differ  more  materially  from  each  other,  and 
ei press  a  totally  different  reading.  Jacob  expresses  the  common 
reading  wo^wtut^  avmc,  the  edition  of  de  Dieu  vo^mi^k  ^vrn^  km  mq  yn^^ 
where  it  may  be  observed  that  tik  yii^  is  found  in  nine  MSS.  quoted 
by  Wetstein,  to  which  may  be  added  the  Wolfenbuttle  MS.  Since 
therefore,  among  the  many  varieties,  which  are  observable  in  so 
short  a  passage,  there  is  one  which  makes  an  alteration  in  the 
sense,  it  is  reasonable  to  suppose  that  the  two  texts  ate  different 
translations. 

'  This  phrase,  which  signifies  inter  oculos  '*,  is  used  to  express 
/tfrmroy  with  more  precision,  whereas  the  quotation  of  Jacob  has 
the  more  usuid  word  ]a\  .  Also  aum^  is  expressed  in  the  former 
by  oiN,»»  but  not  in  the  latter. 

'  woi  is  Qsed  twice  to  express  the  Greek  article.    This  is  again 

Philoxenian  precision ;  but  the  quotation  of  Jacob  is  free  from  this 
tseless  accuracy, 
r  Here  the  two  texts  again  express  a  totally  different  reading.  The 
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),M   ,Joo   I  m  B^i   \^}  ^ 


This  appears  to  be  something  more  than  a  free  quo- 
tation, a3  it  is  termed  by  Storr,  since  in  so  short  a  passage 
the  two  translations  express  twice  a  different  reading  of 
the  Greek  text  *^  It  appears  at  the  same  time  that  the 
later  literal  translator  has  made  the  ancient  and  less  lite- 
ral translation  the  basis  of  his  own,  and  retained  many 
of  its  expressions.    Hence  their  coincidence  in  the  phrase 


SECT.    XL 

Of  the  Philareman  version, 

T  NO  W  proceed  to  the  New  Syriac,  or,  as  it  is  styled, 
the  Philoxenian  version,  a  name  which  it  derives 
from  Philoxenus,  otherwise  called  Xenayas,  Bishop  of 
Hierapolis,  or  Mabug,  from  the  year  488  to  518,  an 
account  of  whose  life  and  writings  may  be  seen  in  Asse- 
mani  Bibl.  Or.  Tom.  II.  p.  10 — 46.  But  Philoxenus 
was  only  patron  of  the  woric,  and  not  the  translator  % 
the  task  being  executed  by  Polycarp,  bis  Rural  Bishop  ', 
in  the  year  508. 
All  that  was  known  of  this  version,  before  the  middle 

of 

edition  of  de  Dieu  has  rtt  mo^wt  *at  r«#f  ph>ivyfiarti9  tik  yno  which  is 
the  common  reading;  but  the  quotation  of  Jacob,  instead  of  vD^vMty 
exprssses  «ro0M(»»,  for  which  Wetstein  quotes  the  Vulgate  and  Aretas. 
The  order  ot  the  words  is  Hkewise  inverted,  and  that  which  is  denoted 
by  ]'^  -g"  in  the  one,  is  expressed  by  ]LqSii^  in  the  other.  Hence 
it  follows  that  they  are  distinct  translations. 

°  oiA^VwO  is  the  common  pleonasm  of  the  suffix ;  but  this  is 
omitted  ih  the  version  published  by  de  Dieu,  because  it  is  not  in  the 
Greek. 

'  The  omission  of  Zooi  is  again  to  \^  ascribed  to  the  Philoxenian 
precision,  because  in  the  Greek  the  participle  of  the  present  tense 
is  used. 

*  Assemani  Bibliotheca  Orientalis,  Torn.  II.  p.  83. 
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of  Ae  present  ceDtury,  was  tliat  it  existed,  and  the  con* 
jectores  that  were  foraied  of  it  were  confused  and  con-^ 
tradictory.  La  Croae  and  fiaumg^rten,  critics  of  the 
higbest  rank,  suspected  that  the  common  Syriac  text, 
first  published  by  Widmanstad,  was  not  the  Peshito, 
bat  the  Philoxenian  version ;  and  when  I  ventured  in 
die  first  edition  of  tt^  work  to  difier  from  their  opinion,'' 
I  was  not  in  possession  of  those  proofe,  which  I  had  at 
the  publicatioD  of  the  second  and  third.  Yet  even  at 
thai  time  accounts  had  been  given  of  it  by  Renaudot 
and  Asseman,  in  his  WA.  Orientalis,  a  work  to  which 
too  little  attention  had  been  given.  Wetstein's  edition 
of  the  New  Teslament  presented  to  the  public  a  more 
ciicumstaotial  account  of  it,^  Wetstein  having  taken  a 
joomey  to  England,  in  order  to  collate  the  very  excel- 
JenC  copy  of  this  version  brought  from  Amida,  and  in 
the  possession  of  Mr.  Glocester  Ridley,  minister  of  Pop- 
hr ;  but  as  he  could  use  it  only  fourteen  days,  his  ex* 
tracts  were  imperfect^  and  mistakes  wene  unaivoidable. 
He  oomimnicated  in  his  Prolegomena,  p.  112,  113,  a 
partkular  descriptbn  of  this  version,  ftnd  of  Ridley's 
copy,  wtucfa  is  enriched  with  various  readings  taken  from 
Greek  manuscripts,  on  botii  of  which  be  added  ohserf^ 
vatioDS  that  ccRitain  valuable  information,  though  they 
appear  to  have  been  written  in.  too  much  haste.  I  made 
use  of  Wetstein's  remarks  in  the  CorsQ  in  Actus  Apost 
Syrittcos,  and  ventured  several  conjectures  with  respect 
to  certain  Latinizing  readings,  which  I  supposed  had 
crept  into  the  Peshito  from  the  margin  of  the  Philoxe* 
~'  ~  version,  but  which  a  better  acquaintance  with  this 
Ki  has  shewn  to  be  ungrounded.  Mr.  Ridley  gave 
me  a  polite  invitation  to  visit  him  in  England,  and  make 
use  of  his  manuscript  in  person^  expressing  at  the  same 
tine  a  desire  that  I  would  direct  the  publication  of  at 
least  a  part  of  the  work,  as  an  ill  state  of  health  prevented 
him  from  undertaking  the  task  himself*  This  request, 
which  gave  offence  to.  some  of  his  countrymen,  I  was 
unable  to  fulfil,  being  detained  in  Germany  by  acade- 
mical eDgagemeots ;  but  at  my  riequest,  be  published,  in 

1761, 
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1761,  ft  very  excellent  and  important  essay,  entitled  Dis- 
sertatio  de  Syriacarum  Novi  Foederis  versionum  indole 
atque  usu :  Philoxenianam  cum  Simplici  e  duobus  per- 
vetustis  Codd.  MSS.  ab  Amida  transmissis  conferente 
Glocestrb  Ridley.  In  the  lo**"  and  1 1**"  sections  he  de- 
scribes tbe  version  itself,  in  the  1 2^^  the  copies  of  it  found 
in  other  libraries  in  Europe,  in  the  13'*"  the  two  copies 
in  his  own  possession  (for  beside  the  very  remarkable 
and  well  known  copy,  he  has  likewise  a  second  *),  in  the 
1 5^^  corrects  the  mistakes  that  Wetstein  had  made,  and 
in  the  16^^  those  which  I  had  made,  and  at  the  conclu- 
sion he  has  given  a  copperplate,  with  a  fac  simile.  Fr^m 
tliat  time  this  essay  became  the  most  important  book  on 
the  Fhiloxenian  version,  and  more  information  could  no 
one  contribute,  who  had  not  an  opportunity  of  examining 
the  version  itself.  Storr  had  the  good  fortune  to  meet 
with  this  opportunity  in  his  travels,  especially  at  Paris, 
and  in  consequence  of  his  discoveries,  he  published,  in 
1772,  Observationes  super  N.T.  versionibus  Syriacis ;  a 
treatise  which  contained  much  valuable  information,  and 
brought  us  several  degrees  forward  in  our  knowledge  of 
the  Philoxenian  version.  These  writings  I  have  men- 
tioned in  the  order  as  they  appeared,  partly  because  they 
were  the  only  sources  of  information,  when  I  published 
the  three  first  editions  of  this  work,  partly  because  they 
furnish  a  kind  of  literary  history  of  the  prepress  which 
w*e  have  made  in  our  knowledge  of  this  version,  and  of 
the  mistakes,  which  we  had  committed,  for  want  of 
proper  intelligence.  But  at  present  we  are  advanced  at 
least  an  hundred  degrees ;  we  can  now  see  with  our  own 
eyes,  without  trusting  to  the  relations  of  others,  since 
Professor  White  has  printed  from  Ridley's  manuscript  in 
]  778  the  first  volume,  containing  the  four  Gospels,  un- 
der the  following  title :  Sacrorum  eyangeliorum  versio 
Syriaca  Philoxeniana,  ex  Codd.  MSS.  Ridleianis  in  bibl. 
coll.  Novi  Oxoniensis  repositis,  nunc  primum  edita  cum 
interpretatione  et  annotajtionibus  Joseplii  White,  A.  M . 
coll.  Wadh.  socii  et  linguee  Arabicae  professoris  Lau- 
diani.  Oxonii,  e  typographeo  Clarendoniano,  '1778.  This. 
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editioD  I  have  reviewed  in  the  Orient,  Bibl.  Vol.  XVI. 
No.  254.  and  have  given  a  circamstantial  account  of 
tbe  version  itself:  I  shall  mention  here  therefore  only 
tbe  result  of  those  inquiries,  and  refer  my  readers  to  the 
review  for  proofs  and  examples  ^  Adler  found  at  Rome 
several  other  manuscripts,  which  difiered  in  some  places 
from  that  of  Ridley :  of  these  a  description  may  be  seen 
in  the  Orient.  BibL*  Vol.  XVII.  No.  266.  Vol.  XVIII. 
No.  277. 

The  history  of  the  version  itself,  which  is  still  attend- 
ed with  some  obscurity,  may  be  best  gathered  from  the 
subscriptions  at  the  end  of  the  copies.  In  the  preceding 
edition  I  quoted  only  the  translations  which  had  been 
given  of  them  by  Wetstein,  Asseman,  and  Storr,  because 
only  one  copy  had  been  published  of  the  Syriac  original, 
which  differed  in  many  places  from  the  translations  ^ 
At  present  I  will  add,  from  the  Oxford  edition,  the  sub* 
scription  to  the  four  Gospels  in  Ridley's  manuscript,*  to 
which  I  will  subjoin  a  translation,  and  notes  on  several 
readings  that  appear  to  deserve  attention.  The  Syriac 
text,  which  is  taken  from  the  subscription  to  a  Ro*^ 
man  manuscript,  in  the  Bibliotheca  Angelica  S.  August 
tini  de  Urbe,  printed  in  Assemani  Bibl  Orient.  Vol.  II. 
p.  93.  differs  in  some  respects  from  Ridley's  manu* 
script.  It  must  be  likewise  remarked,  that  beside  the 
following  subscription,  White  has  printed  three  others  \ 
taken  from  Roman  manuscripts,  and  communicated  by 
Stephen  Evodius  Assemani^.  These,  for  the  sake  of 
brevity.  I  will  call  Whites  Roman,  i.  2.  3. 


Est  autem  liber  hie  qua- 
tuor  evangelistarum  sane- 
torum^  qui  conversus  fuit 

^  P.  641 — 650. 

(■)  In  Assemani  Bibl.  Or.  Tom.  II.  p.  93.  the  subscription  bas  at 
the  bt^nniog  the  following  sentence,  W^  )joi  ^^As  ^!  VXn^A] 
]A«A«#  V'A-A't  ^^  ^^^^  ^^^  ^^^^  ^^^  ^  ^"^  accurata  exemplaria, 
where  Syriac^  not  Greek  copies,  must  be  understood.  See  Ridley,  p.  5<>« 

But 
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CIIAP.  VII* 


io   ])-^    i     1  ,Y>Z3 


ex  lii^a  Gredca  in  Syram 
(Aramseam)  •cum  accura- 
tione  midta,  et  gestatione 
oneris  roa^ui,  priinum  qui- 
dem  ID  Mabug  urbe,  anno 
octingentesimo  decioio  no- 
no  Alexandri  Macedonis 
in  diebus  sancti  domini 
Philoxeni  confessoris,  epis- 
copi  ejus  urbis. 

CoUatus  autem  fuit  post- 
ea  cum  diligentia  multa  a 
me  Thoma  paupere  cum 
duobus  exemplaribus  Gr»- 
cis  valde  probatis  et  accu- 
ratis,  in  Antonid  Alexan* 
dri»  urbis  magns,  in  mo- 
nasterio  sancto  Atatoniano. 


Bat  as  these  words  are  fonnd  in  the  subscription  of  no  other  copj 
of  the  Philoxenian  version  %  they  relate  to  this  copy  alone,  and  have  "^ 
no  reference  to  the  history  of  the  Pbiloxeniao  version  in  general. 

(^  This  Hebrew  word  has  beell  found  in  no  other  MS.  than  that 
of  Ridley.  I  wish  that  Professor  White  had  published  a  fac-simile 
of  the  original,  that  we  might  be  able  to  examine  the  exact  shape  of 
the  Hebrew  letters. 

Q)  This  reading  was  likewise  found  by  Storr  in  the  Paris  MS.,  but 
Asseman's  Codex  Angelicns  has  \m^^  \^*^\  i^^y  ^^^^  ezemphuia 
Gra&ca :  also  White's  second  and  third  Roman  MS. ;  but  his  first 
Roman  MS.  has  ^;Z  in  the  text,  and  \b^L  in  the  margin,  both 
written  by  the  same  hand  '. 

(f)  Asseman,  in  the  first  volume  of  his  Bib.  Or.  explains  ^p«^]  aa 

the-  name  of  one  of  the  suburbs  of  Alexandria,  but  in  the  second 
volume  as  signifying  liie  monastery  of  St.  Antony  *.  According  to 
this  last  explanation,  the  Greek  MSS.  were  preserved  in  the  library 
of  this  monastery,  in  which  the  collation  was  made. 

(*)  See  the  Syriac  Grammar,  §  117. 

(^)  Here  is  added  in  Asseman's  MS.  )^;/n>V  ^j.S  o\b^jD  tSi\\  \^'\ 


>^ai  ]ZoA«Am  ^aSino  ^^fiViM;!  .ojcn   m^3o   |Aa^  wX>!  |a2Li? 
;f)Vi\o  T^j^olk  l^tOi^  \l:^i  \t^\Lsio ,  and  the  very  same  addition 


la 


O  otfd    «^  jooi 
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Iterom  scriptus  et  coUa- 
tus  est  in  loco  dicto  anno 
noningentesimo  vicesimo 
septimo  ejusdem  Alexandri, 
Indictione  quarts.  Quan- 
tam  autem  molestiam  et 
soUicitudinem  in  eo  et  so- 
ts *foaiid  in  Storr's  Paris  MS. ,  with  exception  perhaps  to  the  word 
\oJ(  **.  But  Asaeman  and  Storr  have  given  a  dlffemt  translation  : 
the  Ibnner  renders  the  passage,  ubi  et  ipsum  mihi  exaravi  pro  pecca- 
tn'cis  anims  meae  utililate,  et  pro  multorum  beneficio,  qui  diligunt 
faaemntqae  ntilein  exactamqoe  dtviDanim  scriptararum  integritatem 
none  et  cnstodire.  He  considers  therefore  oiA^fjp  as  a  verb,  but 
Storr  translates  it  as  a  substantive,  by  apex  ejus^  and  renders  the 
paiiMge  qttippe  vel  apex  ejus  facit  ad  utilitatem  onima  meat  «grot8?, 
omniomque  eonim  qui  cupiunt  integritatem  librorum  sacrorum 
cognoscere  et  conservare.  But  I  would  rather  abide  by  the  expla- 
nation of  Asseman. 

(s)  The  word  ooil ,  iterum,  on  which  the  history  of  this  version 
greatly  depends,  is  found  not  only  in  Ridley's  MS. ,  but  in  White's 
first  Roman,  and  apparently  "  in  the  second ;  also  in  Storr^s  Paris 
MS. ,  for  he  translates  iterum  vero  descriptns  est,  et  coUatus  eodem 
loco  dicto.  But  it  is  omitted  in  Asseman's  Codex  Angelicus,  and 
White's  third  Roman  MS. 

Ic  is  to  be  observed,  that  in  the  last-mentioned  manuscript,  the 
latter  part  of  the  subscription  is  totally  ditTerent,  being  as  follows, 
according  to  the  translation  of  Asseman**,  deinde  vero  sommo  studio 
cdHatus  fait  a  me  panpere  et  peccatore  ad  tria  exem(>laria  valde 
accnrata  et  probata,  in  sancto  monasterio  Sancti  Domitii,  ubi  et 
ipsom  exaravi  ad  usum  arcbipresbyteri  Davidis  pro  animse  ipsius  et 
multorum  utilitate,  qui  amant  et  qui  cupiunt  scire  coniirmationem 
utilem  divinorum  librorum.  Scriptns  autem  (bit  atque  collatos  in 
«edem  pr»dicto  loco  anno  millesima  septingentesimo  nonageumo 
nono  (CbrisU  14.88).  Quantum  autem  laboris,  &c.  The  writer  then 
of  this  particular  copy,  who  calls  himself  Barsuma,  had  the  absurdity 
in  add,  in  the  fifteenth  century,  to  the  words  used  by  the  anonymous 
transcriber  of  the  year  616,  and  which  apply  to  Thomas,  namely, 
4eiode  vero  summo  studio  coUatus  est,  &c.  Uie  following,  in  sanctd 
monasterio  sancti  Domitii,  &c.  which  relate  to  the  transcriber  of  the 
£fleenUi  century  alone.  This  part  therefore  deserves  no  attention  in 
the  present  inquiry. 

(^)  In  eo  et  sociis  ejus,  must  signi^  either  in  the  four  Gospels,  and 
the  remaining  books  of  the  New  Testament,  or,  in  this  and  other 
.copies^  which  last  interpretation  seems  to  be  the  best.  Taken  in  this 

sensCi 
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^^^} ooi  ^r*  woio?Oi»No  \^}^   ciis  ejus  habuerim,  dominus 

solus  novit,  qui  retribuet 
unicuique  secundum  opera 
sua  in  judicio  suo  justo  et 
recto,  in  quo  digni  efficia- 
mur  misericordia  ab  eo. 


^ji^]  au:o3  YriMj  \ 


The  history  of  this  version  then  appears  to  be  the  fol- 
io wing,  1.  Poly  carp  Rural  Bishop  of  Mabug,  at  the 
request,  and  under  the  patronage  of  Philoxenus,  under* 
took,  in  the  year  508,  a  new  translation  of  the  Greek 
Testament  Ridley  is  of  opinioui  that  the  great  variety 
and  corruption  of  tlie  copies  of  the  Peshito  was  the 
motive  which  induced  Philoxenus  to  promote  a  new 
translation :  but  as  we  have  no  ground  for  this  suppo- 
sition, it  is  more  natural  to  conclude,  that  the  chief 
inducement  was  the  desire  of  having  a  translation  more 
literal  than  the  Peshito.  Not  only  motives  of  piety 
might  excite  a  wish  to  have  a  Syriac  Testament,  that 
more  precisely  resembled  the  original,  but  likewise  the 
religious  disputes,  that  were  at  that  time  very  warmly 
conducted  between  the  Nestorians  and  Monophysites ; 
and  as  Philoxenus  zealously  espoused  the  latter,  he 
probably  hoped  from  a  new  translation,  to  obtain  new 
arguments  in  favour  of  his  party.  But  whether  this 
conjecture  be  grounded  it  will  be  easier  to  determine^ 
-when  the  whole  of  the  Philoxenian  version  is  printed,  from 
observing  in  what  manner  those  passages  are  translated^ 
that  were  usually  quoted  in  the  above-mentioned  re- 
ligious disputes.  Some  inference  might  be  deduced  from 
1  Tim.  iii.  16.  if  we  had  several  copies  of  this  version^ 
for  in  Ridley's  manuscript,  as  he  himself  observes,  a 
word  seems  to  be  wanting.  But  xu^  10^,  -which  is  added 
in  the  margin  Acts  xx.  28.  by  no  means  favours  the 
principles  of  the  Monophysites. 

2.  Thomas 

sense,  it  is  the  subscription  of  a  monk)  vfho  in  the  year  616  coIlate«i 
several  copies  of  this  yersion,  which  were  preserved  in  his  monastery, 
and  may  therefore  be  considered  as  a  token  of  the  edition  revisecl^ 
corrected,  and  published  in  616  ^. 
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2.  Thomas  of  Heraclea^  from  whom  this  version  is 
soaietimes  called  the  Heraclean,  undertook  a  critical 
correction  of  it,  for  which  purpose  he  nriade  a  journey 
to  Alexandria,  in  order  to  compare  it  with  some  of  the 
best  manuscripts  of  the  Alexandrine  library;  and  it  is* 
probable  that  be  was  the  author  of  the  various  readings 
that  are  found  in  the  margin  of  Ridley's  and  the  Roman 
maouscripts  ^. 

This  Thomas,  whose  life  is  described  by  Asseman, 
Tom.  !!•  p.  90 — 95.  was  of  the  sect  of  the  Monophy- 
siles,  a  native  of  Harkel  (\L^^'^)  in  Palestine,  a  place 
vbidh  is  hitherto  unknown  '^,  and  bishop  of  Germa* 
oicia*^,  (in  Syriac,  Marhas,  c^i^^jb).  Now  it  appears 
from  the  history  of  Syria,  that  there  was  a  bishop  Tho- 
mas of  Gennanicia,  who  was  dispossessed  of  his  See  in 
5 1 89  for  espousing  the  cause  of  the  Monophysites,  and 
died  at  Samosata,  in  what  year  is  unknown,  though  it 
is  certain  that  be  was  alive  in  533.  He  was  a  contem- 
porary then  of  Philoxenus  "^  and  it  is  probable  that  his 
joaroey  to  Alexandria,  and  his  emendations  of  the  Sy- 
riac version,  were  prior  to  his  episcopal  appointment. 
But  as  Asseman  is  of  opinion  that  the  Thomas,  '  who 
amended  the  Philoxenian  version,  lived  in  C16,  he- sup- 
posed, without  any  historical  evidence,  that  there  lived, 
an  bandred  years  later  than  the  Thomas  recorded  in  the 
Syrian  annaJs,  another  person  of  the  same  name,  cha- 
racter, and  description  ''•  This  conjecture  is  very  ia>- 
probable,  nor  is  there  any  necessity  for  having  recourse 
to  it,  if  we  follow  that  reading  of  the  subscription,  which 
b  quoted  by  Wetstein  and  Storr. 

it  was  mentioned  in  the  preceding  section,  that  Mar 
Aba,  who  came  from  Persia,  learnt  Greek  at  Edessa,  from 
a  person  of  the  name  of  Thomas,  whom  he  afterwards 
accompanied  to  Alexandria,  where  be  devoted  himself  to 
Syriac  translations  from  the  Greek  *•  Greg.  Bar.  Hebrseus^ 
vbose  history  of  the  Primates  of  the  East  has  beenextracted 
by  Asceman,  makes  on  this  occasion  the  following  remark : 
'  We  might  suppose  that  this  was  Thomas  of  Heraclea, 
if  the  year  6i6|  in  which  the  Heraclean  version  was 

*  AMemani  Bib.  Orient.  Tom.  II.  p.  41 1. 
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published  at  Alexandria,  were  not  ^n  argument  against 
it*^."  Now  if  the  above-mentioned  reading  oo2  be 
genuine,  there  must  have  been  two  edifioris'of  this 
work,  and  the  difficulty  is  removed:  besides,  all  the 
circumstances  correspond  so  exactly  to  each  other,  as  to 
render  the  whole  account  extremely  probable,  f9r  Mar 
Aba,  who  was  primate  in  535,  might  have  learnt  Greek 
af  Edessa  from  Thomas  of  Heraclea  soon  after  the  year 
508,  Thomas  might  have  travelled  with  hini  to  Alex- 
andria, have  been  appointed  bishop  of  Germahjc^ia  at  his 
return,  and  dispossessed  in  518. 

'3.  In  the  year  616,  a  new  edition  was  made,  and 
copies  distributed  of '  this  version.  The  name  of  the 
editor  is  unknown^  for  he  speaks  only  of  the  great  la- 
bour that  he  had  bestowed,  for  which,  h^  says,  the'Lord 
will  reward  him,  but  added  not  his  name,,  because,  He 
says,  it  is  not  unknown  to  the  Lord.  Storr  ^supposes, 
^  37.  that  more  Greek  manuscripts  wer?  collated  in  this 
edition,  but  I  can  see  no  ground  for  the  conjecture  ". 

4.  To  the  foregoing  accounts  must  t;^  added,  that 
Dionysius  Barsalibaeus  *,  who  was  bishop  of  Amida  fro.nfi 
1 166  to  1 1 71,  revised  this  visjsion,  and  published  a  new 
edition,  to  which  Ridley's  copy,  that  is  descri,bed  as 
having  been  collated  with  four'  manuscripts  ",  may  most 
pix)bably  be  referred.  See  Ridley's  treatise,  p.  47— 50 
and  A'sseman,  Tom.  II.  p.  94  **. 

I  wttl  now  consider  the  nature  and  character  of  the 
version  itself.  '  As  it  appeared  not  in  print  till  ^fter  the 
three  first  editions  of  the  present  work,  and  as  I  bad  no 
opportunity  of  examining  a  ipanuscript,  I  wi^  obliged 
to  rely  on  the  accounts  fiat  were  given  by  others,  espe- 
cially- by  Storr,  who  had  ^ een  the  Syriac  original.  I 
here  publicly  acknowledge  my  obligations  for  the  infor- 
mation received,  which  I  have  sincQ  foonci  by  expe- 
rience- to  be  grounded  on  the  truth  **  *and  will  subjoin 
thet-efore,  in  a  iiote  ^   the  observations  which  I  had 

borrojved, 

*  His  |ife  and  writings  are  described  at  length  iii  Asseo^ani  ^1>1. 
Or.  Tom.  ll.  p.  156— 211. 

^  llie  translation  is  in  the  highest  possible  degree  literal,  as  ap. 
pears  from  Storr's  dissertation,  |  39--43.    The  Syriac  language  ~ 
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borrowed,  on  account  of  the  well-chosen  examples  that 
are  selected  as  proofs,  and  will  close  this  section  with  an 
extractfrom  the  sixteenth  volume  of  the  Oriental.  Biblio- 
thek,  in  which  I  reviewed  atiarge  White's  edition  of 
this  celebrated  version,  where  the  reader  will  find 
examples  and  proofs,  the  present  room  being  too  confined 
to  admit  more  than  the  general  conclusions. 

The  intrinsic  worth  of  the  Philoxenian  version  admits 
no  comparison  with  that  of  the  Peshito ;  the  style  is 
much  inferior,  and  more  difficult  to  be  understood,  the 
'version  is  less  accurate,  and  the  translator  was  less  ac- 
quainted with  the  Greek ;  it  is  neither  so  valuable  to  a 
divine,  for  the  purposes  of  instruction  in  the  Christian 
feUgion,  nor  to  the  learned  expositor  as  a  mean  of  ex- 
pluning  difficult  and  doubtful  passages.  But  the  version 
is  not  devoid  cf  value,  and  is  of  real  importance  to  a 
critic,  whose  object  is  to  select  a  variety  of  readings, 
with  the  view  of  restoring  the  genuine  text  of  the  Greek 
orifflial :  for  be  may  be  fatly  assured,  that  every  phrase 
and  expression  is  a  precise  copy  of  ^he  Greek  text,  as  it 
stood  in  the  manuscript  from  which  the  version  was 
made.    But  as  it  is  not  prior  to  the  sixth  century,  and 

the 

no  article,  because  the  status  emphaticus  supplies  Its  place :  (see  my 
Chalde6GrBiBmar,^80.  though  1  confess  that  in  many  Syriac  words 
the  st^us  emphaticas  has  lostks  force):  but  that  not  even  a  tittle  of 
Uie  Gnsek  might  be  lost,  the  translator  has  used  for  the  Greek  article, 

C0I  ^«oi  ^Qj)  and     ^-^^ ,  in  the  same  manner  as  iste  and  ille  are 

sometimes  introdocea  in  iocorrect  modem  Latin.  He  has  adopted 
Greek  words,  writing,  for  instance,  fAoWot  iu  Syriac  characters 
^a^X|^ ,  has  attempted  to  express  the  composition  of  Greek  words, 
translating  wa^im  by  /i^^•  >p^  r  )A!1m2  ,  and  tvhnim  by  ^i.^^ .  /<^*^q\# , 
has  paid  a  strict  attention  to  diminutives,  translating  «X'^t/a(  by 
^-•^^ ,  t^^ha  by  |ia0QeiQj ,  wXoim  by  l^-^il^ ,  mXoim^tot  by  JAaJQn^, 
has  made  it  a  rule  t€i  translate  the  same  Greek  work  in  all  cases  m 
the  same  manner,  has  imitated  the  Greek  constrnction,  writing 
}j>^lt^^V  aC^  jpoi  A«j  Matth.  iii.  4.  becaase  ix«r  governs  an  accasa- 
tive,  though  A»)  requires  a  nominative ;  has  reuined,  wherever  it  was 
possible,  the  Greek  arrangement,  and  even  the  Greek  orthography, 
in  Oriental  words,  not  excepting  those  cases  in  \ihich  the  Greek 
letters  were  incapable  of  expressing  the  Orient&i  sounds;  he  has 
written  for  instance  ?^fia  ^»C»x^«j'»,  •jj|Ao]o^  ]^\i . 

£  2 
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the  Pesbito  was  written  either  at  the  end  of  the  first,  or 
at  the  beginning  of  the  second  century  *^  it  is  of  less 
importance  to  know  the  readings  of  the  Greek  manu- 
script, that  was  used  in  the  former,  than  those  of  the 
original  employed  in  the  latter. 

1 .  Tlie  Syriac  language,  that  appears  in  perfect  purity 
in  the  old  version,  is  intermixed  in  the  Philoxeuian  with 
a  variety  of  Greek  words^  which  render  it  onpleasing, 
and  their  diversity  of  style  betrays  not  only  a  distance  of 
time,  but  diflference  of  place.  The  intermixture  of  Greek 
words  is  not  merely  such  as  is  found  in  the  later  Syriac 
writers,  especially  in  Bar  Hebrseus,  but  the  translator  ap- 
pears to  have  been  anxiously  careful  to  retain  the  marks 
and  idioms  of  the  original,  that  are  inadmissible  into 
other  languages,  and,  as  if  a  certain  beauty  and  energy 
lay  concealed  in  the  very  forms  of  tlie  Greek  words,  he 
expresses  even  the  vowels,  and  the  terminations  of  the 
Greek  cases  :  for  instance,  Mark  i.  28.   he  has  written 

\o;co^aia,  because  vinx'^foi  is  there  used  in  the  accu- 
sative, but  Mark  vi.  55,  he  has  written  ];a3ui;aia  •  The 
old  Syriac  translator,  instead  of  Greek  words  with  ter- 
minations of  cases,  has  written  pure  Syriac,  using  ia 
the  first  instance  |;Z| ,  in  the  second  ^;|  •  Again,  Mark 
iii.  1 5*  3cai  'X'ty  f ^so'iffv  is  rendered  AdDcxao]  ^ocn\  ]oou!o  9 
but  in  the  old  Syriac  version  is  -^  -V^  ^ou»«  See 
Orient.  Bibl.  Vol.  XVI.  p.  1 24, 1 2p*. 

2.  The  author  of  the  Philoxeuian  version,  as  Storr  ob- 
servesi  ^  47.  has  evidently  made  the  Peshito  the  basis  of 

,h\s  own,  and  has  altered  what  he  supposed  to  be  not  suf- 
ficiently precise.  This  was  remarked  in  the  preceding 
section,  with  respect  to  the  version  of  the  Revelation  of 
St.  John. 

3*  The  version  is  not  only  literal,  but,  in  the  strictest 
tense  of  the  word,  servile ;  and  it  seeips  to  have  been  the 
resolution  of  the  translator,  that  not  a  single  tone  of  the 
#  Greek  original  should  be  lost.     Mark  xiv.  58.  #i«  r(iw 

^  nfAtfm  is  translated  in  the  old  version  intelligibly,  and 

in  good  Syriac,  ^-v^-  )AJiA^ ,  but  because  iia  is  used  in 
the  Greeks  the  author  of  tlie  Philoxeuian  version  has  . 

rendered 
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rendered  the  passage  in  the  following  ridiculous  and 
unmeaning  manner,  )j|  )±o  |j«^}  (loo.  A^Z  r^o,  *  through 
(literally,  *  through  the  hand')  three  days,  I  build 
another/  See  Orient.  Bibl.  xvi.  119 — 122*',  Markxiii. 
26-  xAi  rort  oi|/fvrai  tov  ui«v  t«  av^f «9r«  i$  rendered  in  the 
old  version  \mji]i  ai*s^  woujouo  ^^^r^oio,  and  as  the  other 
translator  was  obliged  to  retain  this  mode  of  expression, 
because  the  idiom  of  the  Syriac  language  admits  no 
other,  be  has  gone  so  far  as  to  mark  with  an  obelus  the 
pleoDastic  suffix  wou  in  ^^oujovkkj,  as  not  being  in  the 
Greek,  but  has  fortunately  forgotten  to  put  the  same 
mark  over  01  in  oi*£^«  which,  as  well  as  the  preceding, 
oeither  was  nor  could  be  used  in  the  original.  A  version 
thus  servilely  precise,  might  perhaps  have  edified  a 
superstitious  enthusiast,  but  could  have  given  no  pleasure 
to  a  rational  reader,  who  seeks  not  the  shadow,  but  the 
sobstance. 

4-  Exceptions  are  sometimes  found  to  the  foregoing 
observation,  where  the  translation  is  more  free,  more 
agreeable  to  good  sense,  and  the  idiom  of  the  language, 
and  where  usual  expressions  of  the  Peshito  are  retained  t 
for  instance,  )r^  A«a,  dies  natalis,  Matth.  xiv.  6. 
Mark  vL  21.  Nor  does  the  translator  at  all  times 
attempt  to  express  the  Greek  diminutives.  See  Or. 
KbL  xvi.  123.  124. 

5«  Oriental  proper  names  are  written,  according  to 
the  Greek  orthography,  in  such  a  manner  as  entirely 
to  destroy  their  Oriental  etymology ;  for  instance,  when 
IttM&f,  in  Hebrew  ipsr,  tfccurs  in  the  accusative,  we  find 
in  the  Philoxeaian  version  ^doo^V*:  and  what  is  still 
more  extraordinary,  when  the  same  proper  name  occurs 
twice  b  a  passage,  the  Greek  orthography  is  preserved 
in'  one  instance  by  inserting  one  of  the  inatres  lectionis 
wcaH,  as  in  the  foregoing  example,  in  the  other  instance 
it  is  written  according  to  the  true  Oriental  orthography  ^*. 
Or.  Bibl.  xvi.  p.  128—132.  162.  163.  The  translator  * 
then  bas  studiously  neglected  an  advantage,  which  a  Syriac 
TersicMi  of  the  NSsw  Testament  might  peculiarly  possess,  ' 
that  <^expressing  properly  and  intelligibly  Oriental  proper 

13  6.  the 
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6.  The  same  phrases  that  are  properly  translated  in 
the  Peshito,  are  often  falsely  rendered  in  the  Phil,  version, 
f6r  instance  xara  rovs^,  Mark  xiii.  8.  is  given  in  the 
former  by  J^o!  V^^o  '  ^^  various  places  *•,'  but  in  the 
latter  by  ]A303  ^kio  *'  in  all  places. '  In  general,  Polycarp, 
notwithstanding  his  affection  for  the  Greek  idiomi  was  by 
no  means  so  well  acquainted  with  the  Greek  language 
as  his  predecessor. 

7.  I  have  carefully  collated  the  fourteen  first  chapters 
of  St.  Mark,  in  order  to  discover  to  what  manuscripts 
this  version  is  principally  related,  and  with  this  view 
have  confined  myself  to  those  readings,  which  are  found 
either  in  asingle  manuscript  only,  or  in  a  very  few.  The 
result  of  this  collation  was  as  follows. 

Tlie  Philoxenian  version  has  five  readings  that  i^e 
found  in  no  manuscript  hitlierto  examined;  namely^ 
chap.  i.  44.    vi.  15.  21.    ix.  19.    xiv«  69. 

It  agrees  with  the  Cod.  Cant  in  six  unusual  readings, 
namely,  chap.  i.  5.  2ii   iv.  9.   viL  13.   viii.  17,   xiv.  40. 

And  in  five  with  the  Cod.>  Wiachelseanus,  chap.  iii.  21. 
iv.  11.    V.  7.    vi.  11.    viii.  4. 

I  found  also  several  single  examples*  of  coinddence 
with  particular  manuscripts,  which  may  be  seen  in  the 
Or.  Bibl.  p.  158^''.  It  is  true  that  a  comparison  of  only 
fourteen  chapters  is  not  sufficient  to  enable  us  to  form 
an .  adequate  judgement,  and  whoever  would  take  the 
trouble  to  examine  it  with  all  due  attention,,  might 
determine  with  more  certainty  the  wordi  and  the  edition 
of  the  collated  manuscripts,  as  well  as  of  the  versioiv 
itself.  The<  other  books  of  the  New  Testament  should 
be  likewise  compared,  but  if  I  had  leisure  for  thetaak^ 
I  have  no  opportunityj  as  only 'tbe<  four  Gospels  have 
appeared  in  print. 

The  Greek  translation  of  Chaldee  and  Hebrew  ck-* 
pressions  f ,  as  Eli,  Eli,'  lama  sabacthanii  is  translated  into 
Syriac,  which  in  fact  was  necessary  in  the  Philpxeniaci 
version,  as  the  words  are  so  disfiguredi  that  no>  Syrian 
could  have  understood  them  without  an  explanation^ 

The  story  of  the  adulteress^^  John  viii.  53 — vhL  •  11. 


*  Matth.  xxvii.  46.  Markvii.fiU34,  xiv.  36,  xv.34«  John  1.42, 
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was  translated  neither  by  Polycarp  nor  Thoinas :  in  some 
manuscripts  therefore  the  ppasag^  is  entirely  omitted '\ 
in  others  it  is  found  with  the  addition  of  o,  note,  sig- 
nifying that  it  was  rendered  by  a  ^ different  translator. 
In  this  manner  it  is  found  in  Ridley's  manuscripti  as 
translated  in  522  by  Mari  Aba,  inentioned  ia  the  pre-* 
cedii^  section,  and  Storr  found  it  in  the  Paris  MS. 
likewise  with  the  addition,  of  a  note,  expressing  that  a 
monk  of  the  name  of  Paul  was  the  translator,  but  Storr 
observes  that  the  paragraph,  as  it  stands  in  this  manu- 
script, differs  from  the  text  of  Usher's  manuscript,  from 
which  it  lyas  taken  for  the  London  Polyglot  '\  The  close 
of  the  1 6*^  chap,  of  tjie  epistle  to  the  Romans  is  found 
likewise  at  the  end  of  the  14'*"  chapter,  but  1  John  v^  7. 
is  entirely  omitted.  In  a  passagi^  of  importance,  1  Tim. 
ill.  16.  where  curiosity  is  excited  on  account  of  the 
Monopbysite  disputes,  and  where  the  greatest  accuracy 
might  therefore  be  expected,  we  ^re  left  entirely  in  the 
dark.  Eva-sCtw  is  generally  translated  in  the  Phil,  version 
\t^i  l/of^ak3f  but  m  this  passage  the  text  of  Ridley's  first 

manuscript"   is    {;,mon  r^>^l*  i<n^.^^2^^r^>^B^2  jihy 

and,  as  I  an^eretand  from  p.  49  of  Ridley  s  di^ertation, 
001  is  added  in  the  margin,  on  which  be  observes,  that 
0  and  if  are  commonly  expressed  in  this  version  by  4  ooi  • 
It  should  seem  then  that  the  reading  of  the  Greek 
manuscripl,  from  which  the  Phil,  version  was  made,  was 
K  If  «*^^fi,  were  not  the  probability  diminished  by  the 
two  following;  circumstances :  1 .  that  001  is  wanting  iq 
the  text,  and  is  added  in  the  margin  as  a  various 
readnig^;  3.  that  ]oi!^,is  here  superfluous,  and  alters  the 
iBoal  phrase,  *  beauty  oif  fear, '  into  '  beauty  of  the  fear 
of  (jodL  *  Here  Ridley  remarks,  that  though  tv^tiuct  is 
commoDly  translated  if)  J)^  Peshito  joL^AlyM!,  'fear 
of  Godf '  and  in  the  Phil,  version  *  beauty  of  fear, '  be 
has  never  met  with  an  instance  where  these  two  ex- 
piessiops  are  joined  together.  We  might  conjecture  that 
the  translator  intend^  to  unite  both  readings,  09,  and 
^Mc,  and  to  render  the  passage  as  if  the  ori^al  .were 
hn    K   tfMtftiAn,  but'  here  again   the  conjecture   is 

£  4  defeated^ 
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feated,  because  b^\  stands  in  statu  consb'ucto.  The 
second  manuscript  of  Ridley '^  having  the  epistles 
according  to  the  text  of  the  Peshito,  can  afford  us  no 
assistance  on  this  occasion,  and  the  learned  are  naturally 
curious  to  know  the  reading  of  other  manuscripts  of  the 
Phil,  version.  A  single  Olaph  added  at  the  end  of  tliuJi 
would  make  a  considerable  alteration  '^ 

Of  the  Greek  manuscripts,  which  were  collated  with 
the  Syriac,  and  from  which  Greek  various  readings  were 
added  in  the  margin,  an  accouilt  will  be  given  in  the 
following  chapter,  in  treating  of  the  Codices  Thomse 
Heracleensis. 

In  the  Curse  in  actus  apostolorum  Syriacos,  I  ventured 
a  conjecture,  that  the  Philoxenian  version  might  in  some 
cases  have  been  interpolated  from  the  marginal  readings, 
add  the  Peshito  from  the  Philoxenian.  Ridley  was  of 
a  different  opinion,  as  he  found  by  actual  experience, 
that  his  manuscripts  confirmed  not  the  truth  of  my 
conjectures.  I  candidly  confess  that  both  the  arguments, 
and  the  examples,  which  I  alleged  in  support  of  them, 
have  since  appeared  to  me  to  be  doubtful ;  but  as  doubt 
is  the  only  mean  of  discovering  the  truth,  I  retained  in 
the  third  edition  the  remarks  which  I  had  made  on  this 
subject  in  the  second.  Storr,  who  has  examined  several 
manuscripts  of  this  version,  contends  that  my  former 
suspicions  are  really  grounded.  He  says,  in  the  53*  section 
of  his  dissertation,  that  he  found  in  the  text  of  several 
manuscripts  of  the  Phil,  version,  what  otl)ers,  and  eveii 
those  of  Ridley,  have  in  the  margin,  of  which  he  gives 
several  examples:  secondly,  (§61, 62.)  that  the  Peshito  is 
in  some  instances  interpolated  from  the  Philoxenian,  and 
sometimes  the  latter  from  the  former  (§  56,  57.)  The 
reader  may  compare  therefore  these  sections  of  Storr's 
dissertation  with  the  i6***  section  of  that  of  Ridley. 

According  to  the  testimony  of  Adler,  the  Roman 
manuscripts  of  the  Philoxenian  version  are  not  only 
different  from  that  of  Ridley,  published  by  White,  but,  as 
appeared  to  him  on  examination,  more  correct :  we  may 
therefore  expect,  in  some  future  period,  a  more  correct 

edition. 
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edition.     See  Orient.  Bibl.  Vol.  XVII.  N*  266.  p.  123. 

and  VoLXVIII.  p,  277'*. 

It  was  observed  in  the  former  part  of  this  section^  that 

Wetdteio,  in  order  to  enrich  his  collection  of  various 
readings,  made  extracts  from  Ridley's  manuscript,  which 
at  that  time  had  never  been  printed,  and  these  extracts 
«ere  during  many  years  our  only  source  of  information. 
Now,  though  we  cannot  but  admire  his  extraordinary 
diligence,  in  selecting  in  the  short  space  of  fourteen  days 
so  many  valuable  materials,  yet  since  the  manuscript  has 
been  printed,  and  we  are  able  to  compare  it  with  the  ex- 
tracts of  Wetstein,  we  must  acknowledge  not  only  that 
tfaey  are  very  imperfect,  as  might  be  expected  from  so 
short  a  time,  but  sometimes  actually  false,  the  mistakes 
being  occasioned  as  well  by  a  want  of  sufficient  know« 
ledge  of  the  Syriac,  as  by  the  hurry  in  which  he  wrote. 
Of  these  the  reader  will  find  examples  in  the  1 6'**  volume 
of  the  Orient.  Bibl.  p.  143  —  155,  taken  from  the  four- 
teen first  chapters  of  St.  Mark.  Every  critic  therefore 
who  would  quote  various  readings  from  the  Philoxenian 
version,  niust  have  recourse  to  the  version  itself,  and  not 
coodade  firom  the  silence  of  Wetstein  in  any  passage, 
that  no  various  readings  exist.  If  the  work  should  be 
ever  published  complete,  I  hope  that  some  future  critic 
who  has  abilities  for  the  undertaking,  will  supply  what 
is  hitherto  wanting  '^. 


SECT.    XII. 
Of  other  Syriac  wrsions. 


RESIDE  the  Peshito  and  Philoxenian  versions,  it 
b  probable  that  there  existed  others,  with  which  at 
present  we  are  unacquainted.  Ridley  is  even  of  opinion 
that  the  Peshito  is  a  composition  of  several  Syriac  versions, 
made  tn  the  first  century,  in  the  same  manner  as  the  La- 
tb  Vulgate.  But  this  is  very  improbable,  and  totally 
unfounded  on  hbtorical  evidence,  Syria  had  an  esta- 
blished 
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blished  church  at  an  earlier  period  than  any  country  in 
Europe,  for  the  kings  of  Edessa  ^^ere  converted  to  Chris- 
tianity before  the  middle  of  the -first  century,  and  the 
ceremonies  of  the  church  were  attended  with  solemnity 
ahd  pomp.  When  a  religion  is  thus  publicly  introduced, 
the  first  care  is  to  procure  an  authentic  version  of  the 
sacred  writings  for  the  public  service,  ahd  the  situation 
of  the  Syrian  church  in  the  first  centuries,  was  very  differ- 
ent from  that  of  the  Latin  in  the  countries  to  the  north 
and  south  of  the  Mediterranean,  where  no  version  was 
niade  by  public  authority,  but  a  great  variety  of  indivi- 
duals made  private  translations  for  themselves. 

On  the  other  hand  wfe  have  seen  above,  that  versions 
were  made  by  Man  Abba,  ahd  Paul  the  monk,  but  what 
books  they  translated  is  unknown'. 

The  Nestorian  ChVistiaps  who  inhabit  the  mountains 
of  Assyria,  whose  language  differs  in  some  respects  from 
that  of  the  more  Western  Jacobites,  and  who  pronounce 
their  dialect  of  Aramasaii  as  we  pronounce  Chaldee  % 
have'  a  peculiar  version,  which  they  call  the^  Karkufite, 
(jAaauop).  This  name  is  probably  derived  from  )&^fo, 
which  signifies  the  head,  and  also  the  (op  of  a  mountain^ 
aild  Asseman  translated  it '  montaha.'  He  speaks  indeed 
of  this  version  in  treating  of  the  Old  Testament,  but 
there  i^  reason  to  suppose  that  it  includes  also  the  New. 
We  have  no  further  account  of  this  version,  than  that 
the  celebrated  and  learned  Gregorius  Bar  Hebrsus,  or  as 
he  is  called  Abulpharagius,  has  often  quoted  it  in  his 
commentary  on  the  Bible-,  ehthled  -  Horreum  mysteri- 
orum  *.  See  Assemani  Bibl.  Or.  Tom.  II.  p.  283.  I 
wish  I  had  an  opportunity  of  consulting  this  version  on 
Acts  XX.  28.  and  1  Tim.  iii.  16.  because  those  are  pas* 
sage^,  that  relate  immediately  to  the,  reli^Qus  contro^' 
versy  between  the  Nestorians  and  Eutychians  ^  ^he 
seadings  8£8  and  Gf of  wohld  be  favodrable  to  the  Euty- 
chians,  the  other  to  the  Nestorians.^  A  Reamed  traveller 
would  mferit  the  Ihahks  of  the  pul?lic  who  coul^  discover 
a  copy  of  this  Version  in  on^  01  the  countries,  that  border 

on 

^  Assemani  BibU  Orient.  Tom.  IIL  P.  II.  p.  379. 
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OQ  the  Tigris,  and  still  contaiD  many  literary  treasures' of 
^eat  importance^ 

Professor  Adkfr  found  at  Roiiie  a  valuable  Syriac  or 
rather  Chaldee  version  of  the  New  Testament,-  though' 
it  is  only  a  Lectionarioit).  Of  this  manuscript,  which  is' 
known  in  the  Vatican  hythp  name  of  Codex  Vaticanes 
xix,  he  gptve  me  an  account,' which  I- printed  in  the  19^^ 
vdume  of  the  Orient  Bitil.  No.  287.  and  he  has  himself 
^¥en  a  noore  circumstantial  description  of  it  in  his  Biblical 
and  critical  Journey  to  Rbme^  p.  118 — 127'.  It  is 
wTJIIeD  in  characters  tfatat  differ  from  the  common  alphabet, 
of  which  I  have  given  a  specimen  in  the  copper- plate 
belongBig  to  the  5^^  section  of  the  Syriac  grammar,  under 
the  name  of  ^Alithabetom  AdIerislnanT :  and  I  have  added ' 
aoother*  plate  Avith  a>  fUc^simiile  of  the  remarkable  passage 
Matth.  xxvsi  1 7«  where-  the  reading '  of  this  manuscript 
is  Jesus  Barabbas.  The  status  emphaticus  pluralis  ends 
m  IT,  and  the  prefix- to  the  third  person  of  the  plaral  is 
not  Nun,  as  usual  in  Syriac,  but  Jod :  its  dialect  is 
therefore  East  Aramaean  -or  ChaMee.  The  following  is  a 
spedmeo  taken  from  Matth.  xxvii.  15 — 23.  which  is  all 
that  Adler  communicated. 

«M»  I  *■*  V  ^1  }  -1  g>  \  iQp,Vi^  taoJS^^  ]ooi''w^  ,iiSo  vs 

}fi»^9»  ;    ■iig|    f4^  i^irTTrin  ^9akA*^!  \o^  ^^'\  ^^^  ^-^'  r^ 

•  ^-^  v^  ■  mn  m  1  N  { ]  ^\  ;o  o  m  •  N  ^  ?">  N 
^y.  ^^S.  ^l|j  vs|  oiZ^I  oiitfOuA  U^  \a<  1  V>  '«  O  WJ:k- 

^ooil^*}.jio|  ^i»3^*  gvnA  oftttoj  %i?  ^o-m'^ 
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The  various  readings  of  this  manuscript  are  of  great 
consequence,  but  it  is  not  yet  known  to  what  dialect  of 
the  Aramaean  language  the  version  is  to  be  referred.  J.  S. 
Asseman,  in  the  short  description  which  he  has  given  of  it, 
sa3fs  it  is  written  in  the  dialect  of  Palestine,  but  whether  he 
had  historical  grounds  for  this  assertion,  Adier,  to  whom 
I  proposed  tiie  question,  was  unable  to  discover.  The 
term  dialectus  Palaestinse  is  very  indeterminate,  because 
the  dialect  used  in  the  northern  part  of  that  country^  was 
different  from  that  of  Jerusalem,  and  I  would  therefore 
prefer  dialectus  Judaeas,  or  dialectus  Hierosolymitana. 
But  it  is  uncertain  whether  this  version  was  made  in  any 
part  of  Palestine,  and  it  is  not  impossible  that  it  is  the  same 
with  the  above-mentioned  Karkufite  ^  Ii|  short,  it  were 
much  to  be  wished  that  we  had  better  accounts  of  it,  or 
rather  that  we  were  in  possession  of  the  version  itself. 


SECT.   XIIL 

Of  the  Coptic  version  \ 


TVE  have  likewise  a  version  of  the  New  Testament 
in  the  Coptic  langiiage,  of  which  I  can  judge 
only  from  the  testimony  of  others.  The  Coptic  was  the 
common  language  of  Egypt  before  the  invasion  of  the 
Saracens ;  it  is  a  mixture  of  the  old  Egyptian  and  the 
Greek,  but  is  neither  spoken  nor  understood  by  the  mo- 
dern Egyptians  *.  Accounts  of  it  may  be  seen  in  differ- 
ent places  of  the  Thesaurus  epistolicus  la  Crozanus,  of 
which  the  index  may  be  consulted  for  the  articles  Copti- 
cus,  iEgyptus,  Wilke,  and  Wilkins.  It  has  no  affinity 
to  the  Hebrew,  except  in  single  words  which  have  been 
borrowed  from  the  Arabic,  as  we  are  informed  by  those 
who  are  masters  of  the  language,  and  as  every  man  who 
can  read  the  Coptic  letters  may  himself  discover,  both 
from  the  Coptic  graomiars,  and  from  the  Dictionary  of 
La  Croze,  published  by  Wolde  ^  at  Oxford  io  1 775- 

Tbos« 
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Hiose  who  have  hitherto  been  able  to  read  and  examine 
the  Coptic  version,  contend  that  it  is  ancient,  and  Wilkins 
in  the  preface  to  his  edition  of  the  Coptic  New  Testa- 
inenty  has  supported  its  antiquity  by  several  arguments, 
which  to  the  editors  of  the  Acta  eruditorum  for  171 7,  p. 
436,  437,  appeared  however  unsatisfactory.  His  chief 
argument  is  drawn  from  Antonius,  who  began  to  lead  an 
ascetic  life  about  the  year  271.  It  is  known  that  this 
Egyptian  was  ignorant  of  Greek,  and  yet  many  have  testi- 
fied that  he  read  the  New  Testament.  But  to  this  argu- 
ment the  authors  of  the  Acta  eruditorum  reply,  that  the 
only  inference  to  be  deduced  is,  that  there  was  at  that 
time  a  translation  of  the  Bible  in  Egypt,  not  that  the 
present  Coptic  was  the  version  read  by  Antonius.  The 
ol^ection  is  the  more  plausible,  because  there  actually 
exists  another  version  of  the  Bible  in  the  dialect  of  Upper 
Egypt,  which  shall  be  examined  in  the  following  section. 
See  Thes.  La  Croz.  Tom.  III.  283,  and  Jablonski  Pan- 
theon .£gypt.P.  II.  Prolegomena,  p.  130.  The  arguments 
alleged  by  Wetstan,  p.  110,  to  prove  it  to  be  more 
modem,  are  totally  ungrounded,  and  it  is  therefore  a 
matter  of  doubt  whether  the  Coptic,  or  that  written  in 
Upper  Egypt,  is  the  version  that  existed  in  the  third 
century  \  At  all  events  the  Coptic  must  be  regarded  as  a 
principal  version,  having  given  birth  to  several  others  in  the 
Arabic  language :  for  since  the  sime  that  Egypt  was  in- 
vaded by  the  Saracens,  who  extirpated  the  old  language, 
the  Egyptians  have  generally  annexed  to  the  Coptic  New 
Testament  an  Arabic  translation,  which  has  almost  super- 
seded the  original.  But  the  Coptic  is  still  used  in  the 
service  of  the  Egyptian  church,  though  understood  by 
none  of  the  audience.  The  readings  of  the  Coptic  have 
a  striking  affinity  with  those  of  the  Latin  version,  and 
sometimes  with  those  of  the  Codex  Cantabrigiensis.  The 
hiory  of  the  adulteress  is  found  in  some  copies,  and  omit*- 
ted  in  others^;  but  1  John  v.  7.  is  omitted  in  alt. 
Wetstein  has  also  observed  that  the  Coptic  New  Testa- 
ment has  a  very  great  similarity  to  the  quotations  of 
Origen,  Eusebius,  Cyril,  and  to  the  Alexandrine  ma- 
nuscripts : 
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nu9criptp :  ^this  .inqqiry  J  have  loever /made  .with  deeign, 
but  I  bfiveobservei^.mitheicourse  of  inyT6adiDg,Vits  le- 
in^rkable  coincidence  .with  .the  readings  of  Origenf 

Tbonias  p^Iarsball  :h|id  once  tbougbts  of  printing  the 
.Coptic  rversiqp^  buthi$  design  provir^  abortive,  the  pub- 
lication was  reserved  for  itbe  celebrated  Ppu^id  WiUdne, 
a  ijiative  of  Mqmel  in  Prussia,  who  after  tbaving  studied 
.the  Coptic,  .Q}a<^e  ft  journey  :to  Amaterdam,  with  the  ^e* 
sign  of  copii^i^ting  the  Coptic  version  )to  the  /press.  iBut 
.se>^al  advantpgeous  tdrcu instances  .offisring  tthemselves 
at  Ojciibrd,  be  repaired  to  that  IXniif^rsity,  at  whose  ««- 
p^pce  be  ^published  the  X^optic  New  Testamont,  wbidi 
.wfLS  printed  at  the  Theatre  in  1716^.  fiesidesadong  pre- 
face, be  added  a  l^tio  translation  .of  the  (C€4)tic  text : 
,but  Jl^blquski  a^od  l^  .Croze  it^ve  .no  vei^  favourable 
ppindon  of  iiis'work,  and  have  ranked  'him  among  the 
mere  pretenders  to  Jeamiog»  .<}be  foonoer  Jiavii^  declared 
tt)ftt  qq  a  c^rsory  peruaal  .of  Ihe  rGospels  of  St  Matthew 
jaAd.Sit.  Mai^4  Qnd  .the  Acts  jof  the  Apostles,  be  found  not 
less  ,tbfm  150  .devjatwnsjfrqm  the  Coptic  teKt,  in  the  Latin 
tri^isla^n  qf  tbofiie  .bqoks  alone.  Now  this  judgment 
is  pat  o#y  $eM?re  iu;id  partial,  but  even 'grounded  on  error, 
for  f  bqse  c^iti^  wjhp  in  later  tioies  have  p^id  particuWir 
jatten^qn  to  <the  Coptic  language,  have  a  much  'inoFe 
favounkbl^  opi^iw  of  'Wilkios.  jBeside  the  un»vgid«b(^ 
jeirors  of  ^  jM^^y  ithere  were  juany  errala  in  the  manu- 
scripts, fr^ipi  wji^cb  jt^e  edition  /was  (Mriated  :  among  these 
were  sieveral  grammatiical  errors,  which  Jabbnski  says 
pugl^  jbp  j^e  ^n  coTMcted  iby  Wilkins.  But  aceori- 
ing  to  flihe  jruleis  of  aoiuiDd  cnticisBi,  no  editor  is  justified, 
fm  tbe^st  ioiprfassion  of  a^iaanusoript,  ifx  correcting  what 
bp  supposes  to  he  feulty :  it  is  bis  duty  !to  present  to  tbe 
public:  ^  triue  ;cppy  of  the  Original,  and  not  to  alter  itac* 
.cording  to  bis  own  judgment,  which  may  be  frequently 
^rro4;ieous.  Later  critics  in  this  language  have  likewise  ob- 
served  that  many  expressions,  which  have  the  compearance 
pf  being  uifigranimatical,  may  in  another  ikalect  be  really 
(ftdqiissibl^,  and  that  an  editor  who  published  before  the 
£xiftep(9?  qf  ^ther  a  good  lexicon,  or  a  good  gramnaar, 

5  is 
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is  at  least  excusable  if  he  faithfully  prints  the  very 
mistakes  of  grammar  contained  in  his  manuscript  ft 
cannqt  be  denied  that  Wilkins  took  great  pains  to  pre- 
sent the  world  with  (i  faithful  copy^  and  that  his  endea- 
vours were  not  without  success.  From  the  first  editor 
of  a  work  perfection  is  niit  to  be  expected,  later  edi- 
tors  have  an  opportunity  Qf  collating  a  great  variety  pf  * 
manuscriptSi  and  if  Woide  had  undertaken  the  task,  we 
might  have  justly  expected  a  very  complete  edition  of 
the  Coptic  version  •• 

Mill,  who  was  not  acquainted  with  Coptic,  has  given 
extracts  from  the  Coptic  version  i^mo^g  his  various  read- 
ings, which  may  still  be  regarded  as  authentic,  becau^ 
tfiey  were  taken  from  the  papers  that  were  left  by  Mar- 
slial'.  ^eng^l  has  made  some  additions  to  the  extracts 
of  Mill,  which  are  equally  authentic,  as  the  author  was 
indebted  f9r  tbep  to  La  Crqze.  Wilkins  in  his  Prolego- 
mena, p.  11  — 40,  has  ta.ken  notice  of  those  readings  which 
appeared  to  him  to  be  remar.kable :  these  have  been  used 
by  Wetstein,  who  h^s  in  this  manner  augmented  tt^ 
collection  of  his  predecessors.  Ye.t  impartial  critics  have 
observed  that  the  readings  collected  by  Wilkin^  are  not 
all  of  them  authentic,  not  tp  mention  tbo^e  which  he 
has  omitted :  for  in^ance,  Luke  xiii.  8.  fiaXu  xovfiw  ac- 
cording to  Wilkins  is  expressed  in  the  Coptic  i^tifi  fuu- 
tionem  ei,  a  very  extraordinary  translation,  sinqe  the 
subject  relates  tp  la  vine ;  but  Wilkins  was  mistaken,  and 
the  Coptic  version  has  properly  expressed  the  Greek 
original.  This  reading  Wetstein  has  judiciously  omitted. 
John  xviii.  1.  x^^l^^ii^  '^^^  Kif^taif  or  rs  xiljfs  is,  ac- 
jcording  to  Wilkins^  expressed  in  the  Coptic  by  torrens 
plantatoris,  whereas  the  Coptic  expresses  exactly  ry  tufgB. 
the  reading  of  the  Codex  Cantabrigiensis,  which  is  found 
in  no  other  Greek  manuscript.  This  remark  is  taken 
from  Wetstein,  to  whoip  it  was  communicated  by  men 
well  acquainted  with  the  Coptic.  John  xxi.  8.  for 
tiax9THtw  the  Coptic,  according  to  Wilkins,  has  700, 
but  in  fact  it  is  800,  as  Wetstein  has  rightly  quoted  in 
bis  various  readings  '^ 
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Those  who  trust  to  the  Latin  translation  for  the  va- 
rious readings  of  the  Coptic  version,  are  exposed  to  the 
danger  of  being  often  led  into  error,  as  according  to 
the  most  favourable  opinions,  it  is  by  no  means  accurate. 
Mill,  Bengel,  and  Wetstein  have  observed,  that  instead 
of  Ti  fAi  Xtyu^  ayad-oy,  Matth.  xix.  1 7,  the  reading  of  the 
Coptic  version,  and  of  the  Cod.  Cant,  was  t»  jai  i^tn^^ 
m(i  TV  atyoL^H.  Now  a  collector  of  various  readings 
who  corrected  this  remark  from  Wilkins's  translation, 
'  propter  quid  appellas  me  bonum'  would  alter  what  is 
right,  for  the  reading  of  the  Coptic  version  is  really  such 
as  is  alleged  by  the  three  above-mentioned  critics.  In 
the  same  manner  we  should  be  mistaken,  if  we  supposed 
that  ^  vias'  was  a  various  reading  for  airnXac  Acts  iv.  29. 
or  *  ex  Tarso'  for  f^Taj rw,  since  m  both  cases  Wilkins  has 
given  a  false  translation,  unless  in  the  first  instance  vias 
is  an  error  of  the  press  for  *  iras".'  A  knowledge  there- 
fore of  the  Coptic  language  is  absolutely  necessary  for 
every  man  who  would  use  the  Coptic  version,  and  Bode 
is  hmhly  to  be  commended  for  having  taken  no  notice 
of  it  m  his  Pseudocritica  Milliana. 

A  very  accurate  specimen  of  the  various  readings  of 
this  version,  taken  from  the  epistles  of  St.  John  and  St. 
Jude,  were  communicated  to  me  by  Woide,  and  may 
be  seen  in  the  Orient.  Bibl.  Vol.  X.  p.  198 — 214'*.  I  own 
.that  not  all  of  them  appear  to  be  actually  various  readings, 
but  as  it  is  better  to  produce  too  much  than  too  little, 
I  have  inserted  the  whole,  in  order  to  give  the  reader  an 
opportunity  of  examining  them  according  to  the  rules 
laid  down  by  my  father  in  his  Tractatio  critica  de  variis 
lectionibus  N.  T.  caute  coUigendis,  which  are  founded 
on  true  criticism. 


SECT.    XIV. 

Of  the   Sahidic  version  \ 

'pHE  Upper  Egypt,  or  the  part  which  lies  between 

Cahira  and    Assevan,    had    a   particular  dialect, 

which  in  many  respects  differed  from  that  spoken  ia 


the 
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die  lower  Egypt.    As  the  upper  Egypt  is  called  in  Arabic 

^^f^  Said>  or,  as  several  other  nations  write  it,  Sahid, 
this  dialect  has  received  the  name  of  Sahidic. 

Hie  Sahidic  version  exists  only  in  manuscript,  no  part 
of  it  having  been  ever  printed  * :  yet  it  seems  to  be  of 
some  importance.     We  had  no  further  knowledge  of  it 
dian  merely  its  name,  till  Woide  had  the  kindness  to 
communicate  to  me  some  valuable  accounts  of  it,  ac* 
companied  with  extracts  from  the  epistles  of  St.  John  and 
St  Jade,  which  I   have   inserted  in  the  Orient.  Bibl. 
VoL  HI.  N*  46.  and  Vol.  X.  N^  1 72  \     It  contains  all 
tbe  books  of  the  New  Testament ;  and,  what  is  remark* 
able,  bas-avery  great  affinity  to  the  Cod.  Cantabri^i- 
eosis,  of  which  the  reader  will  find  several  striking  exam- 
ples in  the  third  volume*  of  the  Orient.  Bibl.  p.  201  — 267. 
Some  of  its  readings  lead  to  very  important  conclusions^ 
for  instaoce,  the  omission  of  fr^f  Acts  xvi.  9.  whence 
we  discover  the  harmony  of  the  Egyptian,  Western,  and 
Edessene  editions  ^.   This  circumstance  opens  a  new  field 
ia  biblical  criticism,  and  naturally  excites  a  wish  that  a 
ipersaoDy  which  has  so  many  variations  from  the  com- 
mon text  might  appear  in  print;  should  ihas  desire  be 
ever  fulfilled,  we  must  expect  it  from  the  University  of 
Oxford.     With  respect  to  the  century,  in  which  it  was 
written,  I  know  nothing  more  of  it  than  what  T  have  al- 
ready published  in  the  Orient.  ))ibl.  but  its  great  simila- 
rity to  Ihe  Cod.  Cantabrigiensis  excites  a  presumption 
in  fiivour  of  its  high  antiquity,  and  it  is  probably  older 
tban  the  version  published  by  Wilkins  ^ 


SECT.    XV. 

Of  the  Arabic  version  in  general  » 

3IMON  in  his  Hist.  Crit.  des  Vers,  du  N.  T.  ch.  18. 

has  given  an  account  of  the  Arabic  versions,  and  my 

fiither  in  his  Tractatio  critica  de  var.  lect.  N.  T.  §  27 — ^31 , 

67,  74 — 77,  has  described   them  still   more  fully  and 

Vol.  II.  F  accurately, 
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accurately,  to  which  treatises  may  be  added  that  of  Storr, 
published  in  1775  De  Evangeiiis  Arabieis'.  I  shall 
therefore  be  the  more  concise  on  this  subject,  whenever 
I  can  refer  to  these  publications. 

There  are  manv  Arabic  versions  of  the  New  Testament 
beside  those  which  have  appeared  in  print.  For  since  the 
Arabic  language  has  been  extended  from  tlie  Indian  to 
the  Atlantic  Ocean,  and  has  supplanted  the  Syriac  and 
Egyptian,  the  inhabitants  of  these  countries  have  been 
obliged  to  annex  Arabic  translations  to  the  ancient  ver- 
sions, which  are  no  lon^r  understood.  These  transla- 
tions were  made  immediately  from  the  Syriac  and  the 
Coptic,  in  the  same  manner  as  those,  which  are  added 
to  ihe  Greek  text,  are  taken  from  the  Greek  * ;  for  it  is 
said  by  Simon,  that  the  Greek  text  and  the  Arabic  ver- 
sion were  sometimes  written  together,  in  support  of  which 
assertion^  he  appeals  to  the  Catalogus  Bibliothecas  Lug- 
dunensis,  p.  281,  published  in  1674  ^ 

It  is  the  general  opinion  of  the  learned,  that  all  the 
Arabic  versions  are  later  than  the  age  of  Muhammed, 
-and  that  before  this  period,  the  New  Testament  was  never 
translated  into  Arabic.  If  this  opinion  were  founded 
on  truth,  it  might  afford  just  matter  of  surprise,  that 
the  Arabs  could  have  so  long  dispensed  with  a  transla- 
tion of  the  New  Testament,  as  the  Christian  religion  was 
very  eariy  propagated  in  tibat  country  ^  It  is  said  that 
the  Arabs,  before  the  time  of  Muhammed,  were  not  ac- 
quainted with  the  use  of  letters :  but  this  is  absolutely 
false,  for  poetry  flourished  in  Arabia  long  before  that 
time,  and  it  was  the  practice  of  the  Arabs,  to  hang  up 
those  poems»  which  obtained  the  prize  of  competition,  in 
the  temple  of  Mecca,  and  which  thence  obtfdned 
the  name  of  Muallakat.  This  honour  was  conferred 
on  Labid  a  contemporary  of  Muhaoimed,  but  the  poet 
himself  pronounced  the  second  chapter  of  the  Koran  supe- 
rior to  his  own  composition  ^.  A  more  full  account  of 
this  subject  may  be  seen  in  Sale's  preliminary  discourse, 
prefixed  to  his  translation  of  the  Koran,  p.  61. 

If 


,» 
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If  a  reason  mu^  he  a8»ignf  (d,  I  would  ratbersuppose 
that  tbeSyriac  was  so  well  knQwain  Arabia,  jtbat  the  in- 
habitants of  that  fountry^  like  other  Oriqit^l  Christians,! 
made  use  of  the  Syriac  version :  or  that  the  Christian  re- 
ligion was  so  corrupted  in  Arabia,  that  they  used  chiefly 
the  apocryphal  Gospels^ .  This  iit  least  is  certain,  that 
the  accounts  which  are  given  of  Christ  in  the  Koran,  are 
not  taken  from  the  four  genuine  Gospels.  But  I  really 
see  no  satisfactory  reason  for  concluding,  tt^at  all  the 
Arabic  versions'  afe  modem :  and  some  of  those  arsu- 
roents  alleged  ia  &vo|ur  of  thjsi  opiniqn^  the^e  for  in-» 
stance  that  are  contained  ip  the  30^^  section  of  my  father  s 
treatise,  apply  only  to  the  Arabia  ^version  of  St  Paul's 
epistles,  that  is  printed  in  the  Polyglots,  hut  they  affect  not 
the  antiquity  of  the  four  Gospels.  The  subject  therefore 
desenres  a  further  examination  %  espepially  with  regard 

to 

<  I  will  mention  a  few  of  the  argpiments  that  have  been  alleged,  to 
thew  that  all  the  Arabic  versions  are  more  inodem,  than  the  age  of 
Mnhammed :  but  none  of  these  argumeots  afford  any  proof.  Brian 
Walton  appeab  to  the  names  of  persons  and'))lace8  in  the  Old  Testa- 
meat,  wfajcb  are  written  in  the  Arabic  versions  in  the  same  manner  as 
in  the  Koran*.  But  shall  we  therefore  conclude  that  they  were  taken 
from  the  Koran?  It  is  probable  that  Muhammed  wrote  these  names 
according  to  the  orthography  already  adopted,  for  the  Arabs  \f  ere  not 
acqoainted  with  tlie  history  of  the  Bible :  and  in  evei^  Arabic  ver* 
skm,  whether  ancient  or  ni^T^^  the  same  mode  of  writing  the  proper 
names  was  unavoidable  ^  Others  again  appeal  to  the  Arabic  traos- 
lation  of  iotk  Luke  xi.  31.  which  is  rendered  by  SLS,  locus,  quo 

quis  se  dirigit  inter  preca|idam,  a  word  which  has  allusion  to  the 
command  of  Muh^anmed,  to  pray  with  the  face  towards  Mecca, 
wliiclk  lay  to  the  sooth.  But  this'  custom  was  much  more  ancient 
than  the.  time  of  Mohammed,  who  abolished  it,  aiid  ordered  the  Arabs 
to  turn  towards  Jerusalem,  though  he  revoked  the  order  at  the  express 
desire  of  the  Arabs  themselves,  and  permitted  the  ancient  custom  '. 

The  most  important  argument  that  can  be  alleged  against  the 
antiquity  of  all  the  Arabic  versions,  is  that  Muhammed  in  relating 
biblicat  histories,  makes  such  mistakes  as  he  would  hardly  have 
committed,  if  he  had  seen  an  Arabic  translation  of  the  Mew  Testa- 
ment.    But  it  must  be  remarked, 

1.  That  many  false  and  apocryphal  Gospels  were  at  that  time 
cvrrent  in  the  ^t,  from  which  he  not  only  mighty  but  actually  did 

derive  many  of  hit  errors '. 

J*  ft  a«  That 
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to  the  Revelation  of  St  John,  because  Hippolytus,  a 
zealous  advocate  of  its  authenticity,  is  said  to  have 
been  bishop  of  Aden  in  Arabia  Felix,  about  the 
year  220  ". 


SECT.    XVL 

Of  the  editions  of  the  Arabic  ^versions. 

nn  H  E  Arabic  versions,  which  have  api>eared  in  print, 
must  not  be  considered  as  one  and  the  same  trans- 
lation, for  they  are  -very  distinct  from  each  ottier,  both 
with  respect  to  their  age,  and  modes  of  expression. 
When  Mill  therefore  in  his  various  readings  quotes  the 
Arabic  version,  he  leaves  us  at  a  loss  to  determine  what 
particular  version  he  intended '. 

My  father  in  the  27'*"  section  of  the  above  qiJOted 
treatise,  has  mentioned  the  following  editions  of  the 
Arabic  versions. 

1 .  The  Roman  edition  of  the  four  Gospels,  in  folio, 
published  in  1591,  and  said  to  have  been  reprinted  in 
1619.  The  edition,  of  which  I  had  been  able  to  col- 
lect only  imperfect  accounts,  I  can  now  describe  more 
circumstantially,  and  with  greater  certainty,  as  I  am  in 
possession  of  a  copy  brought  from  Italy  by  Professor 
Hwiid. 

It  was  printed  at  Rome  in  1590  and  1591  in  the  Me- 
dicean  printing  hpuse:  1590  stands  on  the  title  page, 
1591  in  the  subscription :  to  some  of  the  copies  is  an- 
nexed a  Latin  translation,  which  has  been  idready  no- 
ticed 

2.  That  Muhammed  was  entirely  ignorant  of  ciironology,  and  that, 
even  if  he  had  read  the  Gospels  of  St.  Matthew  and  St.  Luke,  he 
would  stiU  have  heen  ignorant  how  many  ages  Moses  lived  before 
Uiat  period,  as  he  confounds  the  name  uf  his  sister  with  that  of  tl^e 
mother  of  Jesus  '^ 

It  appears  then  that  the  strongest  objection  is  of  no  weight,  and 
that  it  is  reasonable  to  conclude  that  the  Arabs  had  an  ancient  v«r* 
sion  of  the  New  Testament,  though  we  cannot,  determine  to  which,  o 
the  Arabic  versions  in  particular.this  title  >Si  antiquity  is  due  '^ 
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ticed  by  Simon.  The  copy  in  my  possession  is  without  a 
translation,  and  consists  of  368  pages ;  another  copy  with 
the  translation  in  our  University  library  has  462  pag^, 
not  including. the  leaf  which  contains  the  postscript  Ty- 
pographus  lectori,  &c.  the  list  of  Errata,  and  tlie  subscrip- 
tion Roma?  e  typographia  Medicea  moxci.  The  Latin 
translation  is  printed  under  each  line  of  the  Arabic  text, 
and  is  taken  from  the  Vulgate,  though  the  Latin  text  is  in 
some  measure  altered  so  as  to  make  it  correspond  to  the 
Arabic  It  was  perhaps  added  for  the  use  of  the  mission- 
aries, or  of  those  who  were  instructed  for  that  purpose. 
Both  editions  are  ornamented,  or  rather  disgraced  with 
{dates  engraved  in  wood,  which,  though  they  do  credit 
to  the  engraver  considered  as  productions  of  art,  reflect 
no  honour  on  the  editors,  who  inserted  them.  The  bap- 
&m  of  Christ  is  represented,  not  according  to  the  Ori- 
ental custom  of  immersion,  but  according  to  the  modern 
practice  of  aspersion :  for  this  purpose  our  Saviour  is 
placed  not  in  Jordan,  but  at  the  edge  of  the  river  with 
his  feet  only  immersed,  while  John  the  Baptist,  kneeling 
on  a  rocky  pours  water  on  his  head.  It  is  true  that 
this  description  deserves  no  place  in  a  work  like  the  prer 
sent,  which  is  merely  critical,  but  as  the  editors  of  this 
very  important  edition  are  unknown,  we  are  na.turally 
corious  to  have  at  least  some  notion  of  their  character. 

As  this  is  the  Editio  princeps  of  tlie  Arabic  Gospels, 
it  18  necessary  to  give  a  short  description  of  the  text.  The 
manuscript  from  which  it  was  taken,  is  totally  unknown, 
for  the  work  was  published  before  the  custom  was 
introduced  of  writing  prefaces :  yet,  as  far  as  we  can  judge, 
it  a{ifears  to  have  h&en  accurate.  I  have  found  on  com- 
paring it  with  the  catechism  of  the  Druses,  (who  are  certain- 
ly not  Christians,  though  they  have  placed  among  their 
Mcred  books  the  four  Gospels,  which  they  have  disfi- 
ffued  with  very  unchristian  and  irrational  expressions) 
that  the  passages  there  quoted  from  the  Gospels  coincide 
with  this  edition :  the  version  therefore  must  have  been 
kmg  and  generally  known  in  Asia  ^.  Erpenius  observes  in 
the  prefece  to  his  Arabic  New  Testament,  that  this  edition 

F  3  has 
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has  a  great  resemblance  to  the  manuscript,  from  which 
he  printed  the  four  Gospels^  excepting  the  thirteen 
first  chapters  of  St.  Matthew.  The  version  was  cer* 
tainly  taken  from  the  Greek  :  but  Simon  was  of  a  dif- 
ferent opinion,  because  he  found  it  very  different  from 
those  Arabic  versions,  that  are  annexed  to  the  Coptic,  and 
more  similar  to  those,  which  are  joined  to  the  Syriac; 
whence  he  concluded  that  it  was  taken,  not  from  the 
Greek,  but  the  Syriac  text.  Now  this  conclusion  is  false, 
for  were  it  taken  immediately  from  the  Syriac,  it  would 
resemble  the  Greek  versions,  that  are  written  opposite  to 
the  Syriac  text,  not  in  some  only  but  in  all  respects  '• 
In  fact  it  deviated  in  such  a  degree  frpm  the  Syriac, 
that  it  cannot  possibly  have  been  taken  from  it :  and  its 
coincidence  with  that  text,  in  certain  remarkable  read- 
ings, proves  only  that  both  versions  were  taken  from  the 
Greek  manuscripts,  that  were  nearly  related  to  each 
other.  Whoever  could  communicate  intelligence  with 
respect  to  the  history,  antiquity,  and  author  of  this  ver- 
sion, would.be  entitled  to  public  thanks. 

The  pretended  edition  of  1619  is  the  mere  artifice  of 
a  bookseller,  who  hoped  to  bring  the  old  copies  into  cir- 
culation by  prefixing  a  new  title,  as  if  the  work  had 
undergone  a  new  edition.    Vogt  in  his  Catalogus  libro- 
rum  rariorum,  p.  270,  says,  non  tamen  duplex  editio  pro- 
diit,  sed  saltern  novus  titulus  praefixus  est  operi,  siqui- 
dem  in   calce    voluminis    utriusque    editionis  legitur; 
Romas  in  typographia  Medicea  1691.     It  is  true  that 
not  all  the  copies  have  this  subscription,  it  being  want- 
ing  for  instance  in  that  of  our  University  library,  which 
has  on  the  title  page  1619.    Yet  this  is  no  proof  of  a 
new  edition,  but  only  that  the  impostor  had  wisely  cut 
out  the  last  leaf,  containing  the  subscription ;  and  he 
printed  at  the  bottom  of  p.  462,  with  which  this  copy 
ends,  the  word  finis.     A  perfect  uniformity  in  the  text, 
the  number  of  the  pages,  and  the  wooden  impressions, 
clearly  shew  that  it  is  one  and  the  same  edition. 

2.  This  edition  of  the  four  Gospels,  was  reprinted 
with  several  alterations  in  the  Paris  Polyglot,  to  which 

was 
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was  added  an  Arabic  version  of  the  remaining  books  of 
the  Kevi  Testament.  It  is  a  misfortune  that  the  dis- 
pates,  which  arose  among  the  editors,  have  been  the 
means  of  depriving  us  of  the  necessary  accounts  of  the 
manuscripts,  from  which  the  version  of  the  epistles  was 
taken,  and  perhaps  that  of  the  Gospels  corrected  ^ 

My  late  father  in  the  30*^  Sect  of  his  above-men- 
tioned treatise,  has  given  his  reasons  for  doubting  the 
antiquity  of  this  version  :  Velthusen  in  his  Observations 
(m  various  subjects,  p.  1 00,  has  made  objections  to  his 
arguments,  and  in  the  6**  Vol.  of  the  Orient  Bibl.  p.  87. 
I  |Hiomised  to  examine  the  evidence  again  :  this  promise 
I  will  here  fulfil. 

To  the  antiquity  of  this  version  my  father  objected, . 

a.  That  Spain,  Rom.  xv.  24.  is  translated  u*J«^l  An- 
dalusia. 

Answer.  In  the  28^*^  verse  it  is  translated  ^^-^t :  one 
of  the  two  readings  therefore  must  be  an  interpolation, 
and  as  it  is  very  improbable,  that  the  translator  would 
have  rendered  Zienyia  by  any  other  word,  we  must  con« 
dude  that  the  former  is  a  corruption.  And  Professor 
Slorr,  without  any  regard  to  this  question,  has  shewn 
that  the  Arabic  versions  have  been  very  frequently  in- 
teq)olated  from  marginal  notes. 

b.  That  Italia,  Acts  xviii.  2.  in  contradistinction  to  At- 

taliay  is  translated  ^^}^p4)^  ^^'  the  Frankish,  or  Eu- 
ropean Italy :  vvhereas  it  is  known  that  the  epithet  Frank- 
ish was  not  applied  to  Europe  till  after  the  Crusades. 

Answer.  This  argument  is  of  no  force,  because  the 
epithet  might  as  easily  proceed  from  a  modern  interpo- 
lator, as  from  an  ancient  translator.  Or  rather,  it  is  cer- 
taai  that  it  came  not  from  the  Arabic  translator,  not  only 
because  it  would  imply  a  knowledge  of  history,  to  make 
an  opposition  to  the  kingdom  of  Attains,  but  because  no 
native  Arab  would  have  expressed  himself  in  that  manner, 
the  article  ^^  being  necessary  to  both  nouns,  if  they  are 
to  be  rendered  '  the  Frankish  Italy '  '•    Some  commeata- 

tor 

'  Ste  the  Arabic  Grammar,  §  67.  n.  1. 

r4 
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tor  had  written  opposite  to  ^^^  in  the  margin  *t^>^  >^' 
*  the  country  of  the  Franks,'  which  a  later  copyist  inserted 
in  the  text 

c.  That  the  Greek  x,  is  very  frequently  expressed  by 
yi  Sh,  for  instance  Tyshicus  for  Tychicus.  This  argu- 
ment I  omitted  in  ih6  two  first  editions,  being  unable 
to  discover  its.  application,  for  we  are  totally  ignorant 
in  what  age  the  Arabs  began  to  use^  for  ;^.  And  I  have 
since  found  in  my  late  father's  copy,  a  remark  which  he 
himself  had  written  as  an  objection  to  this  argument,  that 
this  practice  is  observable  in  other  Arabic  versions, 
even  in  that  published  by  Erpenius. 

d.  That  for  Bcroea,  Acts  xvii.  i  o.  is  used  **(;*''  v^ 
the  Western  Aleppo.  This  argument  I  again  omitted 
for  the  same  reason  as  before.  Aleppo  was  called  by  the 
inhabitants  of  that  country,  and  is  still  called  by  the 

modern  Asiatics  v^  j  1^ ,  but  by  the  Greeks  BigoM. 
An  ancient  translator  therefore  might,  as  easily  as  a  mo- 
dern, have  been  guilty  of  the  impropriety  of  giving  the 
name  of  Aleppo  to  Beroea  in  Macedonia,  and  have  added 
the  epithet  *  Western '  as  a  mark  of  distinction.  The 
matter  therefore  still  remains  in  doubt. 

Gabriel  Sionita  has  taken  very  unnecessary  pains  ia 
correcting  what  appeared  to  him  to  be  bad  Arabic  in 
this  version,  before  it  was  printed  in  the  Paris  edition. 
A  translation  of  this  kind  is  recommended  not  by  mo- 
dern ornaments,  but  by  its  genuine  antiquity. 

3.  The  Arabic  version  printed  in  the  Paris  Polyglot, 
was  reprinted  in  the  I^ndon  Polyglot  K 

From  this  edition  Mill  has  given  several  extracts 
of  the  various  readings,  which  he  took,  as  he  himself 
confesses.*,  from  the  Latin  after- version.  lie  justly 
esteemed  it  to  be  an  immediate  version  from  the  Greek 
text,  and  not  an  offspring  of  the  Syriac  '•  The  fact  is 
certain  both  in  respect  to  the  Gospels*,  as  mentioned 
Tibove  in  speaking  of  the  Roman  edition,  and  also  the 
Epistles  and  Acts  of  the  Apostles\  For  instance,  Ephes. 
iii.  8,    the   translator  has  expressed   even   the  Greek 

comparative 

*  Prolegomena,  §  1296.  '  Prolegomenai  1^96,  1297. 
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comparative  of  a  superlative  ffX«;^irori(o(  by  UaaI^^asJ 
].  &  'the  most  unworthy  of  the  lowest,'  and  whoever 
.will  take  the  trouble  to  compare  any  single  chapter  with 
the  Greek  text,  will  be  immediately  convinced.  The 
version  of  the  epistles  can  lay  no  claim  to  high  antiquity, 
but  it  was  written  in  an  age,  in  which  the  Arabic  was 
become  the  current  language  of  many  Christian  coun- 
tries in  the  East,  and  Christian  Arabic  writers  had 
adopted  Greek  expressions  :  we  find  cirioKoiro;,  for  in- 
stance, converted  into  •-fi-J. 

4*  Eipenius  published  the  Arabic  New  Testament  at 
Leyden  in  161^,  from  a  manuscript  written  in  the  upper 
£^pt  in  the  year  1 342 ' ;  which  manuscript  he  accu- 
rately copied,  even  where  there  appeared  to  be  gramma- 
tical errors.  This  is  therefore  the  most  faithful  and 
genaine  edition  of  the  Arabic  version  ' ;  but  as  the  editor 
has  annexed  no  Latin  translation,  quotations  are  seldom 
made  from  it,  except  that  in  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles 
Mill  bas  taken  his  readings  from  this  edition,  and  not 
from  the  Polyglots  '^ 

In  treating  of  this  edition,  it  will  be  necessary  to  make 
a  distinction  between  the  version  of  the  Gospels,  and 
that  of  the  other  books  of  the  New  Testament. 

The  versions  of  the  Gospels  in  the  above*mentioned 
editions  is  one  and  the  same,  though  the  editions  them- 
selves difier  from  each  other.  This  question,  on  which 
die  leam^  had  been  much  divided,  seems  to  have  been 
reduced  by  Storr  to  a  certainty  ''.  It  cannot  be  denied 
that  these  editions  vary  sometimes  in  cases,  which  re- 
late to  important  readings  of  the  Greek  tejtt,  that  of 
Erpeoius  occupying  a  middle  rank  between  the  Roman 
and  the  Polyglot,  and  approaching  sometimes  to  the 
readings  of  the  former,  at  other  times  more  nearly  re- 
sembling the  latter :  but  the  general  coincidence  is  too 
g^eat  to  admit  the  supposition  of  their  being  distinct 
translations.  '  Storr  has  made  it  appear  extremely  pro- 
bable, that  different  copies  of  this  version  have  been 
altered  in  different  places  from  the  Syriac,  others  from 
the  Copdc,  others  again  from  marginal  notes.    Those 

readers, 
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readers,  who  would  fiurther  prosecute  this  enquiry, 
should  have  recourse  to  his  dissertations.  As  these 
editions  then  differ  sometimes  materially  from  each  other, 
it  is  very  insufficient  to  quote  the  Arabic  translation,  a^ 
evidence  for  a  reading,  under  the  simple  title  of  Arabs  : 
particular  notice  should  always  be  taken,  whether  th^ 
reading  alleged  be  peculiar  to  one,  or  common  to  them 
all,  and  the  quotation  should  be  made  under  the  name 
of  Arabs  Rom.  Arabs  Pol.  or  Arabs  £rp.  This  request 
may  appear  new  and  extraordinary,  and  the  thought  has 
never  occurred  either  to  Mill,  Bengel,  or  Wetstein  : 
but  no  one,  who  has  read  the  remarks  on  the  single 
passage,  John  v.  2.  in  the  twelfth  volume  of  the  Orient, 
fiibl.  will  maintain,  that  the  usual  mode  is  consistent 
with  reason  and  tputh  "• 

In  that  manuscript  of  this  interpolated  version  of  the 
Gospels,  from  which  Erpenius  published  his  edition,  was 
an  Arabic  subscription,  which  I  am  unable  to  commu- 
nicate in  the  original,  beicause  Erpenius  has  not  printed 
it  with  the  text,  but  has  given  only  a  Latin  translation 
of  it,  which  he  has  inserted  in  the  preface.  Absoluta 
est  hujus  libri  descriptio  die  16  mensis  Bauns*,  annigSS 
martyrum  justorum  ^.  Descriptus  autem  est  ex  emen- 
datissimo  exemplari,  cujua  descriptor  lut,  se  id  descrip- 
sisse  ex  alio  exemplari  emendato  exarato  mai;iu  Johannb 
Episcopi  Cophtitss,  qui  Johannes  dicit  se  suum  descrip- 
sisse  ex  exemplari  emendatisdmo,  quod  edidit  D.  Nesju- 
lamam  F.  Azalkefati. 

As  far  as  I  understand  from  this  translation  of  Erpe- 
nius, Nejulamam  (for  so  it  ought  to  be  written  in. 
English,  as  best  corresponding  to  the  Arabic  pronun- 
ciation) was  not  the  translator  but  only  a  new  editor  *'  of 
a  more  ancient  version,  the  copies  of  which  he  probably 
compared,  and  selected  those  readings,  which  appeared 

to 

'  That  is,  16  June. 

^  That  is,  ID  the  year  ef  Christ,  i37iyact€n'd]og  to  the  estimate  of 
Bengel  in  his  Tractatio  de  sinceritate  N.  T.  toenda,  §  vi.  n.  6.  The 
year  of  the  Martyrs  is  originally  an  Egyptian  Era,  and  is  probably 
that  year  of  the  Diocletian  persecution,  in  which  the  dreadfiil 
massacre  happened  at  Esne  in  the  Upper  Egypt.  See  the  sii*^ 
note  to  Abnlfedae  Agyptof  • 
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to  him  the  most  authentic.  We  should  be  aUe  to  form 
a  much  better  judgment  of  the  version,  if  we  could 
procore  accounts  of  Nejnlamam,  and  especially  in  what 
century  he  lived.  He  appears  to  have  been  by  birth  a 
Copt,  and  either  to  have  altered  the  Arabic  text  accord- 
ing to  the  Coptic  version,  or  to  have  preferred  the  readingB 
wUch  most  resembled  those  of  the  Coptic  If  my  read* 
ers  will  take  the  trouble  to  refer  to  what  I  have  written 
00  John  v.  2.  in  the  twelfth  volume  of  the  Orient  BibL 
N*  1 87,  they  will  see  how  unfortunate  the  ancient  editor 
was  in  the  choice  of  his  readings  in  this  passage,  having 
here  confounded  them  in  a  very  extraordinary  manner, 
through  want  of  knowledge  of  the  Hebrew.  They  will 
likewise  perceive,  1 .  that  the  Arabic  .version  was  made 
immediately  from  the  Greek,  for  in  two  editions  the 
words  v^dKTixn  xoXvfAMfa  are  retained  and  written  in 
Arabic  Abrubatbiki  kolimbithra '^ ;  in  the  third  they 
are  trandated,  '  sheep  pond.'  2.  That  it  is  interpo* 
fated  in  nnany  places  from  the  Syriac.  3.  In  other 
places  from  marginal  notes.  4.  That  the  readings  of 
cKffsrent  preceding  copies  have  been  confound^  in 
those  which  were  written  in  later  times. 

In  a  work  then  disfigured  in  this  manner  by  interpo- 
kiions,  no  ailment  can  be  brought  against  its  anti- 
quity  from  the  circumstance  of  its  containing  in  several . 
places  single  modem  words,  which  may  be  ascribed  as 
easfly  to  a  nciodem  copyist,  as  to  the  ancient  translator. 
Fot  instance  vapAo^iuii,  Friday,  which  is  called  in  an* 

tieot  Arabic  ^4rS  is  translated  Matth.  xxvii.  62.  by 
Ik*:^  the  day  of  Assembly,  a  word  consecrated  in  Mu- 
bammedan  Arabic  to  to  the  service  of  religion.  Now  could 
it  be  shewn  that  the  latter  was  not  in  use  among  the 
Anbs  before  the  time  of  Mubammed,  as  the  name  of 
Friday,  and  that  the  former,  which  signifies  the  evening 
(namely,  that  preceding  the  sabbath)  was  not  bor- 
rowed from  the  Jews,  two  positions  which  it  would  be 
difficult  to  prove,  yet  the  ancient  translator  might  have 
written  ^4^^  and  a  liter  copyist  have  chang^  it  into 
*    ^  as  word  in  more  general  use  '^  rp. 


92  Ancient  Versions  qfthc  N.  T.      chap,  vm 

The  version  of  the  Epistles,  which  Erpenius  published) 
he  supposed  to  have  been  taken  immediately  from  the 
Syriac.  I  have  carefully  collated  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles 
with  the  Syriac  text,  and  have  found  it  undeniably  true, 
that  most  chapters  were  translated  from  that  version  '^. 
Even  the  paraphrases  of  the  Syriac  version  are  retained 
in  the  Arabic,  and  mistakes  committed,  which  could  not 
have  happened  in  a  translation  from  the  Greek.    But 
some  few  chapters,  for  instance,  the  ii^'^and  l2'^  ap« 
pear  to  have  been  translated  from  the  X^opttc,  for  which 
I  can  account  in  no  other  manner,  than  by  supposing 
that  the  copy  of  some  transcriber  was  defective  in  these 
chapters,  and  that  he  filled  up  the  deficiency  by  insert- 
ing them  from  an  Arabic  version,  which  had  been  made 
from  the  Coptic.     In  the  Curse  in  Actus  Apost.  Syr. 
§  3-^6,  the  reader  will  find  a  more  particular  descrip- 
tion. With  respect  to  the  book  of  Revelation,  my  father 
has  shewn,  in  the  29^*^  section  of  his  above-mentioned 
treatise,  that  it  was  most  probably  taken  from  the  Coptic, 
which  I  have  confirmed  by  several  examples  in  the  53' 
sect,  of  theXJui^ae,  where  t  have  remarked  at  the  same 
time,  that  several  verses  are  undoubtedly  translations  of 
the  Syriac.     The  Arabic  version  therefore  of  the  Acts 
of  the  Apostles,   and   the  Revelation,  has  no  uniform 
character,  being  a  compound  of  difierent  translations ; 
and  whoever  makes  use  of  it  in  a  critical  sense,  n^ ust  not 
confine  himself  to  single  passages,  but  examine,  whole 
chapters,  in  order  to  discover  whether  they '  were  tngis- 
lated  from  the  Syriac,  or  the  Coptic. .   In  the  Epistles  I 
have  observed  fewer  deviations  from  the  Syriac,  yet  we 
meet  even  here  with  several  examples,  for  instance  xAh^ «», 
1  Pet.  v.  3*  is  translated  in  the  Syriac  by  iA«::kpo  ^  a  herd^* 
but  in  this  Arabic  version  by  ^f-^^JI,  a  word  which  pro- 
perly signifies  monks,  though  it  may  be  used  for  the 
clergy  in  general  '^. '  But  I  own  that  I  have  dot  exa- 
mined  the    Epistles  with  the  same  attention,    as   the 
Acts  of  the  Apostles.     If  some  man  of  learning,  who 
has  access  to  manuscripts,  would  compare  this  version 
with  the  Syriac-Arabici   and  the  Coptic-Arabic   Ne^ 

Testa- 
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Testament,  be  would  be  able  to  throw  light  on  a  subject 
that  is  at  present  obscure. 

No  complete  extracts  have  been  made  from  it,  and 
the  few  which  we  have,  are  in-  general  intermixed  with 
extracts  from  the  Arabic  of  the  Polyglots.  What  I  have 
selected  from  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles,  may  be  seen  in 
the  seventh  section  of  the  Curse. 

5.  The  Roman  Congregation  de  propaganda  fide, 
poUbbed  in  1671  an  Arabic  and  Latin  Bible,  under  tlie 
inspection  of  Sergius  Risius,  Bishop  of  Damascus.  But 
it  is  of  no  use  either  to  a  critic,  or  an  expositor  of  the 
New  Testament,  having  been  altered  from  the  Latin 
veraon.  See  Simon,  p.  215 — 219.  and  more  especially 
Clement  Bibliotheque  Curieuse,  Tom.  IIL  p.  425 — 
431.  in  which  this  edition  is  described  at  lengdn 

6.  The  English  society  for  promoting  Christian  know- 
ledge, published  in  the  year  1727  a  very  neat  Arabic 
New  Testament,  for  the  use  of  the  Christians  in  Asia. 
Tins  edition  is  very  scarce,  for  though  10,000  copies 
were  printed,  none  were  sold  in  £urope,  but  only  a  few 
were  sent  as  presents  to  some  of  the  learned  '^.  The 
text  is  taken  from  the  Polyglots,  but  the  editor,  Salo- 
mon Negri,  by  order  of  the  Society,  altered  it  in  those 
passages  which  vary  firom  the  reading  of  our  present 
Greek  text ' ;  and  therefore  however  useful  for  the  edifi- 
cation of  Oriental  Christians^  it  cannot  be  applied  to  any 

critical 


'  Professor  Storr  has  expressed  a  wish,  that  my  late  father  had  pro- 

inore  instances,  in  which  the  Arabic  text  had  been  altered  by 

in  Negri.    Now  I  could  add  several  examples  of  this  kind,  but 

the  following  will  be  sufficient.    In  this  edition  the  text  of  John  v.  <2.  is, 

stjJijjsAj^  et  erat  in  Jerusalem  apud  (viam)  ovium  pis- 

que  nominahatur  Hebraice  Bethesda.  This  Arabic  text  differs 
the  Roman,  the  .Polyglot,  and  the  Erpenian,  and  is  a  manifest 
abcratioii  of  Salomon  Negri,  whose  merits  in  other  respects,  especially 
m  the  promotion  of  Arabic  literature  in  Germany,  are  immortal.  He 
has  e^eo  altered  the  mode  of  expression,  so  as  to  render  the  language 
more  fioeni ;  he  has  $^80  explained  w^arixny  not  as  eignifyiiig  porta 
onoiDp  bat  via  otium. 
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critical  purpose.  The  editor  has  even  taken  the  liberty 
to  insert  1  John  v.  7.  without  cautioning  the  reader  that 
it  was  not  taken  from  any  manuscript  To  prevent  others 
jfrom  falling  into  the  same  mistake  with  myself^  I  will 
relate  a  circumstance  respecting  this  edition.  I  received 
as  a  [NPesent  from  Petersburg  an  Arabic  New  Testament^ 
lettered  on  the  back  Nov.  Test  Arabicum  PetropoL 
Not  being  in  possession  of  that  published  in  London,  I 
supposed  that  this  was  a  separate  edition,  and  had  ac*^ 
tually  begun  to  examine  the  reasons  why  the  text  of  this 
edition  varied  from  the  others,  till  the  date  excited  my 
attention,  and  afterwards  fully  convinced  me  that  it  was 
no  other  than  the  London  edition ;  and  I  have  been 
since  informed  by  Biisching,  that  numerous  copies  were 
sent  to  Petersburg,  in  order  to  be  dbtributed  from  Russia 
among  the  neighbouring  Muhammedans. 

Beside  those  above-mentioned,  an  Arabic  Bible  is  said 
to  have  been  printed  at  Bukarest  in  1 700  ^,  and  the  Gos- 
pels at  Aleppo  in  1 706.  But  I  have  no  knowledm  of 
these  editions,  except  what  is  said  of  them  in  Le  Long 
BibL  Sacra '^,  Tom.  L  p.  125, 136.  and  in  Helladii  status 
prassens  Eccles.  Grsecae,  p.  1 7.  I  should  think  mysdf 
much  obliged  to  any  person,  who  wishes  to  promote 
the  study  of  biblical  criticism,  for  information  on 
this  subject,  whether  they  were  publislied:  from  manu- 
scripts, and  whether  the  editor  has  altered  the  text,  or 
foithfully  abided  by  the  original.  It  appears  from  the 
preceding  catalogue,  that  we  have  hitherto  no  such  edi- 
tion of  the  Arabic  New  Testament  as  the  critic  could 
wish,  and  Erpenius  ^ms  to  be  the  only  editor  whose 
fidelity  can  be  commended.  Single  books  of  the  New 
Testament,  published  in  Arabic,  I  pass  over  at  present 
by  design  *'. 

The  extracts  which  have  been  given  by  Mill,  Bengel^ 

and 

^  Professor  Aurivillius  published  at  Upsal,  in  1776,  a  Dissertation. 
m  which  he  describes  a  fragment  of  an  Arabic  Bible  in  his  posses-- 
sion,  which  he  supposes  to  belong  to  this  edition,  though  his  fragment 
has  a  different  date.  If  his  conjecture  be  grounded,  the  edition  of 
Bukarest  is  of  no  critical  use,  being  merely  a  reimpression  of  the 
•ditioB  published  by  the  Roman  Propaganda^  mentioned  N*  5* 
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and  Wetsteio,  are  too  uocertaio  to  be  entitled  to  any 
oonfidence.  They  are  not  only  imperfect,  but  frequently 
Alsc,  and  are  quoted  in  so  indiscriminate  a  manner,  as 
to  be  almost  useless  *\  Wetstein  deserves  to  be  com- 
mended for  acknowledging  this  fault  in  the  second  vo* 
lume  of  his  New  Testament,  p.  454.  He  says  of  cer- 
tain extracts  made  by  Gideon  Curcelkeus,  which  go  no 
further  tban  Luke  xviii*  and  w^e  sent  to  him  too  late 
for  pablication,  nee  tamen  nullam  utilitatem  ex  illis  ce* 
pisaem,  si  citius  fuissent  repertse :  ita  enim  versiones  Arar 
iNcas  Erpenii  et  Pdyglottonim  accuratius  indicare  po- 
faiBsem,  que  nunc  inmlsdncte  et  promiscue,  tanquam  si 
una  esset  versio  dtantun  Professor  Bode,  in  his  Pseudo- 
crilica  Milliana,  has  pointed  out,  and  corrected  the  mis* 
takes  of  Mill  and  Bengel,  but  has  not  supplied  the  de- 
fideocy  by  giving  complete  extracts  himself;  and  he  has 
sometimes  translated  the  Arabic,  by  too  closely  attend- 
ing to  the  derivation  of  the  words^  in  a  manner  that  is 
incousistent  with  the  actaal  usage  of  the  Arabs,  which 
ikne  can  determine  in  every  language.     For  instance, 

John  V.  2.  he  has  translated  cJUN  *^W  ^-^^  quiB 
cogDOscitur  in  piscina  ovium.  In  reading  this  transla* 
tioo,  it  is  natural  to  conclude  that  the  reading  of  the 
AraiHc  text  must  be  very  ditferebt  from  that  of  the  Greek ; 
bat  an  Arab  would  understand  by  this  expression,  which 
occurs  veiy  frequently  in  the  Arabian  writers,  nothing 
more  tiiao  quie  vocatur  piscina  ovium. 


SECT,  xva 

Of  the  Ethkpic  version. 


'PHERE  is  no  Oriental  version  of  which  we  have 
ao  imperfect  a  knowledge  as  of  the  Ethiopic,  be- 
cause very  few  among  the  learned  have  applied  to  this 
kngoage,  and  the  accounts  which  they  have  given  of  i^. 
eveo  those  taken  firom  the  Ethiopic  prefaces  to  the  Ro- 
man editioDy  are  in  a  high  degree  erroneous.    But  this 

defect 
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defect  has  id  a  great  measure  been  supplied  by  my  ik- 
tber,  in  bis  Tract  de  var.  lect  N.  1".  §  24,  25,  26.  64. 
and  more  particularly  in  bis  Preface  to  fiode's  Evange* 
Hum  sec.  Mattbsum  ex  Vers,  ^tbiopica.  I  will  give 
tberfefore  only  a  sbort  extract  froip  tbese  two  Essays  '• 

Cbrysostom,  in  bis  second  Homily  on  St  Jobn,  p*  561  *. 
says,  tbat  tbe  Etliiopians  bad  in  bis  time  a  version  of  the 
Bible,  and  as  none  can  be  produced,  except  tbat  already 
printed,  thougb  some  bave  witbout  foundation  asserted 
tbe  contrary,  it  must  be  admitted  tbat  tbis  version  is  of 
great  antiquity '.    from  the  frequent  confusion  of  words, 
which  sound  alike  in  tbe  Greek,  but  have  not  been  con* 
founded  by  any  other  translator,  it^  follows  that  tbis  ver- 
sion was  token  immediately  from  the  Greek  \    It  agrees 
frequently  in  its  readings  with  tbe  Alexandrine  ibanu- 
script,  and  as  Griesbach  has  observed  in  bis  Symbol®, 
p.  67.  with  tbe  quotations  of  Origen  ^     Neither  of  these 
circumstances  can  appear  extraordinary,  as  it  was  natural 
for  the  inhabitants  of  Abyssinia  to  procure  their  copies 
of  tbe  Greek  Testament  uom  Egypt.    The  translation 
of  tbe  Gospels  is  much. superior  to  that  of  the  Epistles,  * 
where  the  translator  appears  to  have  been  very  unequal 
to  jthe  task. 

This  version  was  first  published  at  Rome  in  1 548  and 
1 549.    The  editors  ^  bad  a  very  imperfect  manuscript  of 
tbe  Acts,  of  which  they  supplied  the  chasms  from  the 
Vulgate  ^ :  tbe  version  therefore  of  this  book  is  of  less 
value  in  determining  tbe  readings  of  tbe  New  Testa- 
ment     Walton  reprinted  tbis  Koman  edition  in   the 
London  Polyglot,  but  bis  copy. being  in  some  places 
illegible,  tbe  editors  filled  up  the  deficiencies  according 
to  their  own  judgement,  so  that  the  Roman  edition  re- 
tains the  same  worth,  as  if  no  other  was  extant     The 
Latin  translation  was  made  by  Dudley  Loftus,  and  cor- 
rected by  Castell,  but  it  is  of  little  value,  and  has  led 
Mill  and  other  collectors   of  Various  Readings    into 
error  •. 

As  we  bave  no  edition  of  the  Ethiopic  version,  that 
is  the  result  of  a  careful  collation  of  various  manuscripts. 
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we  most  never  suspect  the  authenticity  of  a  word  in  the 
Greek  text,  because  it  is  wanting  in  the  Ethiopia.  Mill 
was  guilty  of  this  mistake,  §  1213 — 1218.  of  his  Prole* 
gomena,  alleging  among  other  instances  m  iKwi^aren  sire 
Tw  Snpy  1  Pet  iii.  5*  &^d  ^^^X^^^  '^^^^^  w^oj^iv  ctvr^Vf 
1  Jobo  iii.  12.  which  he  believes  to  be  spurious,  be- 
cause not  contained  in  the  Ethiopic  version  ;  when,  in 
fret,  as  oft^n  as  its  evidence  is  single,  it  is  scarce  worthy 
of  attention '. 

The  public  is  much  obliged  to  Professor  Bode  for  his 
cridcal  assistance  in  collating  the   Ethiopic  Go^el  of 
St  Matthew  with  the  Greek  text     The  title  of  his  book 
is,  Evan^lium  sec.  Matthaepm  ex  versione  ^thiopici 
interpreds  in    bibliis  polygl;   Anglicanis  editum,    cum 
Grseco  ipsius  fonte    studiose  contulit,  atque  plurimis 
tam  ex^ticb  quam  philolo'gicis  observationibus  tex- 
tom  partiro,  partim  versionem  illustravit  auctor  Chris- 
toph.  Aug.  Bode '''.     A  .second  service  which  he  has  ren- 
doed  the  public,  is  his  Pseudocritica  Millio-Bengeliana'', 
ixit  it  is  rather  a  correction  of  errors,  than  a  new  colla- 
tion.    The  deficiency  has  been  in  some  measure  sup- 
plied by  my  father  in  his  copy  of  Mill's  New  Testament, 
in  the  niaig^  of  which  he  has  written  many  quotations 
from  the  Ethiopic.     These-  have  never  been  published, 
and  if  the  learned  should  enquire  for  this  copy  after  my 
decease,  they  will  find  it  in  the  library  of  the  Orphan- 
House  in  Halle. 

But  the  best  extracts  from  the  Ethiopic  version  are 
and  must  be  uncertain,  because  we  have  no  accurate 
impression  of  the  version  itself.  It  is  not  a  little  extra^ 
ofdniaiy  that  Abyssinia,  where  the  Christian  religion  was 
50  early  propagated,  should  be  one  of  those  countries, 
of  which  we  have  the  least  knpwledge^  Lewis  XIV.  of 
Fnuice,  and  Frederick  V.  of  Denmark,  sent  persons 
into  that  country  in  order  to  make  discoveries  ;  but  the 
Jreochmen  were  murdered,  and  Norden  the  Dane  was 
obliged  to  retreat  Even  the  Moravian  brethren,  who 
have  eneompassed  sea  and  land  to  make  proselytes,  have 
not  been  able  to  penetrate  into  Abyssinia.  The  ill 
Vol*  XL  G  success 
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success  seems  to  have  risen  from  a  want  of  geographical 
knowledge,  which  travellers  might  find  in  the  remarks 
on  Abulfeda ;  and  if,  instead  of  following  the  course  of 
the  Nile  by  the  way  of  Assevan,  they  had  taken  another 
more  usual  route,  which  is*  frequented  every  year,  their 
attempts  might  have  been  crowned  with  success.  Till 
some  future  travellers  shall  bring  us  from  Abyssinia  au- 
thentic manuscripts  of  the  Etbiopic  version/%  we  must 
be  contented  with  selecting  the  best  from  accountSi  that 
are  unavoidably  defective. 


SECT.     XVIIL 

Ofiht  age  of  the  Armenian  venkm. 

TyE  have  an  ancient  Armenian  version  of  the  New 
Testament,  but  as  I  am  unacc^aainted  with  the 
langua^,  I  must  take  my  accounts  fnun  other  writers, 
and  principally  Simon  Hist  des  Vers,  ck  1 7*  Mill's  Pro- 
legomena, §  1402 — H04«    Schroeder's  Dissert,  de  anti- 
quitateet  fotis  linguse  Armeniaces,  printed  in  hisThesauriis 
linguae  Armeniacfls,  which  was  published  at  Amsterdam 
in  1711,  Le  Long  Bibl.  sacra,  Tom.  I.  p.  136.  et  seq. 
from   tlie   preface  to  the  Historia  Mosis  Chorenensis^ 
published  by  the  two  Whistons  \  tiie  History  itself,  and 
lastly  from  the  Thesaurus  epistolicus  la  Crosianus,  whicli 
admirable  book  I  have  found  of  so  much  service,  ihat 
I  could  wish  my  readers  would  refer  to  the  work  itself. 
In  Winkler  s  Cimelia  i£tjbiopica  bibliodiec«e  Beroiiq^- 
ais,  in  the  42''.  and  following  pages  are  .given  extracts 
from  an  Ethiopic  manuscript,  entitled  Lucta  et  marty- 
rium  S.  Gregorii  Patriardiie  in  Armenia,  which  relate 
chiefly  to  the  Armenian  version,  ascribe  it  to  Gregory 
as  the  author,  and  refer  it  to  the  age  of  Constantine  th^ 
Great.     But  it  will  appear,  from  much  more  authentic 
documents,  that  these  Ethiopian  accounts  are  fabulous  • 
A  description  of  the  printed  editions  is  given  in  the  Hal— 
lische  Bibliothek*,  Vol.  III.  p.  1 89—1 94.     Bode  has 

likewise 
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likewise  tcetfiBA  of  this  version  in  thf  preface  to  his  versio 
latioa  priniorum  iv.  capitum  Mattbaei  ex  vers.  Armena  ^ ; 
bol  as  the  historical  -  part  of  his  description  is  chiefly 
taken  fropn  the  first  edition  of  this  introduction^  I  can 
derive  no  assistance  from  it  for  a  second. 

The  Armenians  had  in  the  earliest  times  no  letters 
peculiar  to  their  own  language,  much  less  a  translation 
of  the  Bible ;  and  whenever  they  wrote,  they  were  ob- 
l^ed  to  borrow  either  from  the  Persian,  the  Syriani  or 
the  Greek,  (see  Schroeder,  p.  31.  and  Moses  Choren. 
cap.  liv.  p.  299.  Simon  was  of  opinion  that  the  service 
of  the  Armenian  church  was  performed  in  Syriac  ;  but 
it  appears  from  Moses  Choren.  p.  273.  that  it  was  per- 
focnied  in  Greek.  See  also  Renaudot  de  perpetuo  ec- 
desia?  consensu,  Tom.  II.  p.  540.)  But  after  the  intro- 
doction  of  Christianity  into  that  country,  by  command 
of  King  Tidditatei,  learning,  the  usual  attendant  of  that 
religbo,  began  to  flourish  in  Armenia.  Miesrob,  either 
ID  ibe  fourth  or  fifth  century,  invented  letters  that  accu- 
laldy  expressed  the  sounds  of  the  Armenian  language  : 
an  invention  wbich,  according  to  the  tradition  of  the 
coootry,  was  revealed  to  him  in  a  dream,  after  the  author 
bad  in  vain  attempted  to  make  the  discovery  himself, 
and  taken  many  useless  journies  to  procure  assistance 
from  the  learned. 

From  the  unanimous  testimony  of  the  Armenian 
VTilers,  the  church  of  that  country  is  indebted  to  Miesrob 
&r  their  translation  of  the  Scriptures.  He  lived  at  , 
the  ead  of  the  fourth,  and  in  the  beginning  of  the  fifth 
cemoiy^  and  is  said  to  have  finished  his  version  in  the 
year  410.  It  is  attested  by  Moses  of  Chorene,  a  disciple 
of  Miearob,  who  adds,  that  he  b^gan  with  the  Proverbs 
of  Soloiiion.  The  words  of  Moses,  in  Whiston's  trans- 
Utioo,  p.  299.  are  as  follow  :  Mesrobes  vero  elementa 
Anneniaca  ad  normam  syllabarum  Graecanicarum  dis- 
posuit,  et  statim  interpretationi  operam  dedit:  consul- 
toque  ft  Proverbiorum  libro  initium  capiens  totos  xxii. 
sacros  libros  novumque  foedus  in  Armeniacum  sermo- 
oem  convertit,  ipse  utique  cum  discipulis  suis  Joanne 

"o  2  Ecelen§i 
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Ecelensi  et  Josepho  Palnensi.  This  celebrated  historian 
was  himself  an  assistant  in  the  work,  though  in  mention- 
ing the  others  he  has  omitted  his  own  name :  for 
Schroeder  observes,  that  he  apologizes  in  a  letter  for 
the  shortness  of  his'Tiistory,  by  pleading  that  his  time 
was  engaged  in  the  translation  of  the  Bible.  He 
imagines  that  Moses  omitted  his  own  name  through  mo- 
desty; but  this  is  undoubtedly  a  mistake,  and  the  true 
state  of  the  case  is  as  follows  :  Moses,  p.  299.  speaks  of 
the  first  version,  in  which  he  took  no  part;  but  that  he 
assisted  in  the  third  version  of  the  Bible,  he  himself  de- 
clares, p.  313.  He  lived  in  the  fifth  century*,  as  Whis- 
ton  has  shewn  in  the  Thesaurus  la  Crozianus,  Tom.  I, 
p«  352.  361.  and  Tom.  HI.  p.  281.  The  internal  cha- 
racter, and  the  readings  of  the  Armenian  version,  have 
convinced  the  critics  in  that  language,  and  especially  La 
Croze,  a  man  of  the  most  profound  erudition,  that  the 
antiquity  ascribed  to  the  Armenian  version  exceeds  not 
the  truth. 

The  opinions  of  the  learned  have  been  divided,  whe- 
ther it  was  taken  from  tim  Greek  original,  or  the  Syriac 
version.  Simon  is  in  favour  of  the  latter,  f^om  the  suppo- 
sition that  the  service  of  the  Armenian  church  had  beien 
performed  in  Syriac  ;  but  La  Croze,  in  a  letter  which 
Beausobre  and  FEnfant  have  inserted  in  the  Preface  to 
their  New  Testament,  p.  2 1 1  ^  very  properly  objects, 
that  he  was  ignorant  of  Armenian,  and  therefore  not  a. 
proper  judge  of  the  question.  On  the  other  hand,  La  Croze 
being  partial  to  a  language  in  which  he  was  without  a 
rival,  and  extolling  the  Armenian  version  as  superior  to 
every  other,  may  be  suspected  of  partiality,  in  denying 
that  it  was  taken  from  the  Syriac.  We  will  therefore 
set  aside  tiiese  authorities,  and  examine  the  arguments 

theoi- 

'  He  constantly  speaks  of  himself  as  a  scholar  and  contemporary 
of  Miesrob,  who  sent  hina  to  Alexandria,  and  employed  him  on  other 
-occasions.  I  mention  this,  because  La  Croze  places  Moses  in  tlie 
ninth  century,  and  describes  him  as  a  soldier  by  profession.  Whiston 
on  the  contrary  contends  that  there  is  no  circumstance  in  ihe  life  of 
Moses,  which  can  bring  him  down  lower  than  the  middle  of  the  fifth 
century^fioi  excepting  the  coujncil  of  Chalcedon,  held  in  451. 
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themselves,  from  which  the  point  may  be  determined 
^itb  greater  certainty. 

The  Armenians  pretend  that  it  was  taken  from  the 
Syriac,  and  Le  Long,  in  his  BiW.  Sacra  I.  137.  quotes 
the  evidence  of  Coriun,  who  mentions  in  the  life  of 
Miesrob  *thatMiearob  sent  Eznie*  and  Joseph  to  Edessa, 
to  translate  the  holy  writings  from  the  Syriac'  But  this 
is  not  applicable  to  our  question,  for  *  by  the  holy  writ- 
ings '  is  meant  not  the  Bible,  but  the  works  of  the  Syriac 
Others,  as  appears  plainly  from  Moses  Chor.  p.  311. 
But  the  account  given  by  Moses  himself,  Lib.  IIL  cap. 
liv.  p.  300.  is  material  to  the  purpose.  '  He  (Micsrob) 
returned  from  Iberia  to  Armenia,  and  found  the  great 
Isaac  (the  patriarch  of  Armenia)  employed  in  translat- 
ing from  the  Syriac,  being  able  to  procure  no  Greek 
manoscripts.  For  all  the  Greek  books  had  been  burnt 
by  Menrzan,  (a  Persian  general,  and  enemy  of  the  Chris- 
tiansy  as  may  be  seen,  p.  271 — 273.)  and  the  Persian 
governors  permitted  not  even  the  Greeks,  who  lived  in 
their  part  of  Armenia,  to  us?*  any  other  language  than 
the  Syriac'  This  passage  is  so  plain,  that  I  wonder  no 
one  has  hitherto  quoted  it.  It  is  moreover  certain  that 
there  are  readings  in  the  Armenian  version,  which  are 
foiind  in  no  manuscript  or  version,  except  the  Syriac : 
for  instance  the  addition,  Matth.  xxviii.  18.  As  my 
Father  hath  sent  me,  so  send  I  you  ^. 

But  on  the  other  side  of  the  question  there  is  another 
passage  in  Moses  Chorenensis,  as  much  overlooked  as  the 
ibrmer,  and  which  decides  the  matter  in  dispute.  Lib.  III. 
cap.  Ixi.  p.  313.  is  the  following  relation,  '  Our  transla- 
tors Tetumed,  (from  the  council  at  Ephesus)  and  de- 
h'vered  to  Isaac  and  Miesrob  the  letters  and  decrees  of 
this  assembly,  witii  a  copy  of  the  Bible  carefully  written,  ^ 
vbich  as  soon  as  Isaac  and  Miesrob  had  received,  they 
cbearfully  submitted  to  the  task  of  again  transladng 
what  they  had  translated  twice  before.  But  as  they  were 
de6dent  in  knowledge,  and  many  parts  were  rendered 
imperfectly,  they  sent  us  fo  the  famous  school  at  Alex- 
andria to  learn  this  excellent  language.'    Here  is  a  full 

o  3  and 
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and  credible  account  of  the  care  bestowed  by  the  Ar- 
menians on  their  version  of  the  Bible,  and  that  they 
translated  it  twice  from  the  Syriac,  and  a  third  time 
from  the  Greek  ^.  It  is  therefore  no  wonder  that  they 
succeeded  in  their  endeavours,  and  that  the  Armenian 
was  superior  to  other  versions,  since  it  only  verifies  the 
common  remark^  '  that  he  can  see  the  farthest  who  rests 
on  the  shoulders  of  another.'  Hence  we  may  assign  the 
reason  why  the  readings  of  the  Armenian  version  are  so 
frequently  different  from  the  Syriac. 

The  Armenian  version  would  be  an  inestimable  trea- 
sure, had  it  descended  to  the  present  age  unaltered  by 
time  and  superstition.  But  the  churches  of  the  lesser 
Armenia,  or  Cilicia,  submitted  in  the  thirteenth  century 
to  the  authority  of  the  Pope ;  and  Haitho,  or  as  he  b 
more  properly  called  Hethom,  who  reigned  from  the 
year  1224  to  1270,  became  shortly  before  his  death  a 
Franciscan  friar.  This  prince  was  not  only  attached  to 
the  church  of  Rome,'  but  likewise  acquainted  with  the 
Latin  language;  and  publishing  a  new  edition  of  the 
Armenian  Bible,  he  altered,  or  rather  corrupted  it  from 
the  Vulgate.  He  translated  for  instance  all  the  prefaces 
of  Jerom  ;  and  as  the  words  of  1  John  v.  7.  were  not  in 
the  old  Armenian  manuscripts,  he  inserted  them  pro- 
bably from  the  Latin :  for  thirty-seven  years  after  his 
death  this  passage  was  quoted  at  a  Council  held  at  Sis, 
in  Armenia,  and  is  found  in  other  Armenian  records. 
See  Galani  Consilia,  P.  I.  p.  436.  461.  478.  and  Thes* 
Epist  la  Crozianus,  Tom.  HL  p.  4.  and  69. 
'  It  is  therefore  natural  to  suspect  that  Haitho  has  too 
closely  followed  the  Vulgate  in  other  instances ;  and  if 
this  be  true,  the  alteration  must  be  general,  because  the 
subsequent  manuscripts  of  the  Armenian  version  were 
taken  from  the  edition  of  Haitho.  Adler  asserts  it  as  a 
fact,  though  he  gives  no  proof,  in  his  Museum  Cufi- 
cum  Borj^ianum,  p.  159,  160.  He  mentions  indeed  an 
Armenian  manuscript  more  ancient  than  the  time  of 
Haitho,  written  in  1087,  and  preserved  at  Rome  in  the 
Bibliotheca  Casanatensis ;  but  this  affords  no  asi^istance 

in 


SECT.  XIX.     Ancient  Versions  of  the  N.  T.  103 

in  regard  to  the  New  Testament^  as  it  contains  only  the 
five  books  of  Moses.  Griesbach  on  the  pther  hand, 
p^  Ixxvii,  demes  that  the  Armenian  version  latinizes, 
because  it  very  frequently  agrees  with  the  quotations  of 
Origen.  But,  not  to  mention  that  the  Latin  version 
itself  coincides  with  Origen  in  many  important  readings, 
it  cannot  be  inferred  firom  the  coincidence  even  of  a  great 
number  of  examples,  that  Haitho  made  no  alterations ; 
and  it  is  not  to  be  supposed  that  a  man,  who  corrected 
through  motives  of  piety,  would  designedly  corrupt  the 
whole.  The  subject  therefore  requires  a  new  investiga- 
tion, which  no  man  can  attempt*  unless  with  a  know- 
ledge of  the  Armenian  he  unites  the  good  fortune  of 
having  access  to  the  ancient  manuscripts,  that  were 
written  before  the  time  of  Haitho. 


SECT.    XIX. 


Of  the  printed  editions  of  the  Armenian  version. 

TPHE  first  printed  edifion  of  the  Armenian  version 
was  published  in  the  last  century,  by  Uscan, 
bishop  of  Erivan.  Simon  relates,  p.  198,  that  much 
confusion  bad  crept  into  the  copies,  and  ttiat  the  Bible 
was  at  the  same  time  become  so  scarce  in  Armenia,  that 
a  single  copy  cost  1 200  livres.  Hence  a  council  of  Ar- 
menian bishops,  assembled  in  i6J52,  or<)er6d  the  Bible 
to  be  printed  in  Europe.  I  remember  to  have  read,  in 
the  last  and  complete  edition  of  Chardin's  travels,  that 
Uscan  intended  to  have  printed  it  in  France,  but  not 
being  able  to  obtain  permissidtt,  he  printed  at  Marseilles 
the  Liturgy  alone,  ana  that  with  considerable  alterations. 
This  19  one  of  the  pa^s^ges  which  the  Papists  struck  out 
from  Chfclrdin's  trAvds  at  the  publication  of  the  first  edi- 
iion.  At  length  Uscan  printed  the  Bible  at  Amsterdam, 
in  1666,  add  the  New  Testament  separately,  in  1668, 
wWch  was  leprinted  in  1698.  It  is  a  very  beautiful 
edition ',  but  Lsl  Croze  and  G.  Wbiston  have  accused 

04  the 
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the  editor  of  having  corrupted  in  some  places  the  Ar- 
menian text,  Thes.  la  Croz.  Tom.  I.  p.  389.  and  Prasf. 
ad  Mosen.  Chor.  p.  10.  This  at  least  is  certain,  that 
1  John  V.  7.  was  not  in  bis  manuscript,  for  Sandius,  in 
bis  Interpretationes  paradoxic,  p. '376.  declares,  that  he 
had  seen  the  manuscript,  from  which  the  Amsterdam 
edition  M'as  printed,  and  that  it  wanted  that  verse*.  In 
like  manner  John  v.  4.  is  wanting  in  the  Armenian 
inanu3cripts,  yet  it  stands  in  UscanV  edition,  and  La 
Croze  observes,  in  his  letter  to  TEirfant ',  •  that  LJscan 
himself  acknowledges  in  his  preface,  that  be  had  altered 
some  passages  from  the  Vulgate.  But  La  Croze  has 
treated  Uscan  with  candour,  and  supposed  that  his  mis- 
takes arose  not  from  an  intention  to  deceive,  but  from 
Ignorance  and  superstition. 

As  the  Armenian  is  little  understood  among  the 
learned,  we  have  only  very  scanty  extracts  *  of  the  Ar- 
menian readings  ^.    Those  which  Mill  has  inserted,  lie 

received 

^  As  the  preface  of  the  two  Whistons  to  Moses  Chorenensis  is 
accessible,  perhaps  to  only  a  few  of  my  readers,  I  will  quote  frond  it 
some  of  the  remarkable  readings  of  the  Armenian  version  of  the 
New  Testament*.        , 

Matth.  XIX.  17.  The  Armenian  translator  has  rendered  the 
passage,  '  But  he  spake  to  him ;  why  aske^t  thou  me  after  that 
which  is  good  ?  One  is  good.  But  if  thou  wilt,'  &c.  See  sect.  13. 
of  this  chapter. 

Matth.  xxvii.  16,  17.  He  uses  in  both  names  the  word  Barabbas, 
saying  Jesus  Barabbas.  This  is  the  most  ancient  reading,  but  it  was 
r;^jected  by  Origen,  in  his  35^^  Homily,  who  thought  that  the  name 
of  i^arabbas  ought  not  to  be  annexed  to  that  of  Jesos.  See  chap.  vL 
fiect.  la. 

Luke  xi.  2,  3,  4.  he  omits  the  words,  '  whic^  art  in  Heaven/  and 
also  the  third  petition.  In  these  two  omissions  he  coincides  with 
the  Latin  Vulgate:  ^nd  that  Uscan  made  no  alteration  here  appears 
from  the  evidence  of  La  Croze,  who  relates  that  those  passages  are 
omitted  in  the  ancient  Armenian  manuscript,  preserved  in  the  royal 
library  at  Berlin.' 

Alts  vi  9.  Several  critics  have  endeavoured  to  shew,  that  the  read- 
ing A»Cvr»»A^»  IS  preferable  to  that  of  ^iCifrt»«;v,  and  Reland,  in  his 
remaiks  on  J.>sephi  Antiquitat.  xvi.  6.  bas  supported  the  former 
readmg  un  very  plausible  grounds,  in  his  time  it  was  only  conjecture, 
but  it  is^now  supported  by  authuiity,  for  the  Armeniau  version  has  the 

reading 
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leceived  from  Louis  Pkques ;  but  Bengel  and  Wetstein 
were  indebted  to  La  Croze.  A  new  field  tlierefore  lies 
open  to  a  critic,  who  would  apply  to  the  study  of.  this 
language  ^. 


SECT.    XX. 

O/*  the  Persic  versions. 

TITE  have  two  Persic  versions  of  the  four  Gospels, 
of  which  the  most  ancient,  and  that  which  is  most' 
valued  by  the  learned,  is  printed  in  the  Ix)ndon  Polyglot, 
accompanied  with  a  Latin  translation '  by  Sam.  Clarke, 
and  notes  by  Thomas  Graves*.  This  critic  has  very 
justly  observed,  that^the  Persic  is  a  translation  of  the 
Syriac,  for  it  sometimes  retains  even  Syriac  words,  and 
subjoins  a  Persic  interpretation :  and ,  in  other  places 
confounds  the  meaning  of  words,  that  have  a  similar 
sound  only  in  the  Syriac.  The  matter  is  likewise  highly 
probable  in  itself,  for  the  Christians,  who  lived  scattered 
in  the  Persian  empire,  made  use  of  Syriac  as  the  lan- 
guage of  the  churchy  and  as  the  language  of  literature ; 
and  it  was  common  for  the  Persians  to  study  in  the 
schools  of  Syria,  especially  at  Edessa.  The  principal 
use  then  of  the  Persic  version,  is  in  discovering  the  false 
readings  that  have  crept  since  that  period  into  the  Syriac. 
It  might  he  added,  in  confirmation  of  what  was  said 
above,  that  the  Persic  omits  passages,  that  are  wanting 
in  no  manuscript  or  version  except  the  Syriac:  for 
instance  Matth.  xxvii.   46.    Mark  vii.  34.    Mill  and 

Bengel 

reading  '  Libyan/  But  it  still  remains  a  question,  whether  the 
Armenian  trauflator  actually  read  ^iCvn^tf^  or  only  gave  that  inter* 
prelation  to  XfCifriMwri  for  Wetstein  says,  non  major  est  infiexio 
hAtrun  in  AfC9^*Mi9,  quam  sextarii  in  |iriK>  aut  spicats  in  wioMCy 
aot  pemslae  in  fiAomv.  The  evidence  therefore  of  the  Armenian 
version  is  in  this  case  dubious,  and  1  can  see  no  reason  for  departing 
here  from  the  common  text. 

1  John  V.  7*  is  not  contained  in  the  ancient  Armenian  maau8cripts« 
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Bengel  have  taken  their  extracts  from  tfak  version  Ufd 
tbeir  collections  of  various  readings. 

There  is  another  Persic  version  of  the  Gospdisi  which 
Abraham  Wheloc  began  to  print  in  1653,  and  aiter  his 
death,  Pierson  finished  in  1657.  It  was  published  in 
London,  and  three  manuscripts'  were  used  by  the 
editors.  It  is  thought  to  be  much  more  modern  than  the 
other,  and  I  find  m  Ld  Long's  Bib),  sacra,  that  Wheloc 
supposed  it  an  immediate  translation  from  the  Greeks 
but  Renaudot  believed  it  to  have  been  taken  from  the 
Syriac. 

Renaudot  likewise  observes,  that  the  other  manuscripts 
materially  differ  from  these  two  versions,  and  that  the 
Persians  in  their  public  worship  make  use  of  a  difTerent 
version,  which  was  probably  the  most  ancient,  and  should 
it  ever  be  made  public^  would  be  of  more  value  than  the 
other  two  united '. 

To  correct  mistakes,  that  are  made  in  the  extracts  of 
Mill,  recourse  must  be  made  to  Bode's  Pseudocritica 
M  iilio-Bengeliana. 


SECT.    XXL 

7%e  Latin  venion  is  the  source  of  almost  all  European 

versions. 

XTIT  £  now  turn  from  Asia  and  AiHca  to  Europe.  Of 
*  all  the  European  verstons,  nohd  is  so  andclnt  as 
thb  Latin,  which  may  be  regarded  almdM  as  the  cMth^ 
mon  patnent  of  all  the  Western  trah^latibn^/  Fbt  tbou^ 
many  of  these  were  taken  frotn  th^'  origitial  Gt6b%  y^ 
tl)e  ti'anslators  either  had  recourse  to  the  Vulgate  for 
assistance,  or  they  were  so  accustomed  Irdm'lfieir  youtb^ 
if  not  to  the  Latin  itself,  to  translations  derived  frdm  it, 
that,  whhout  the  actual  design  of  inakiB||  tnnovatioDfly  it 
H'ftsf  iiliptJSSlble  to  aV6id  betrtiyihg  a  «i«il«fity  to  the 
Vulgate :  and  if  it  be  denied  that  they  wert  its  im- 
mediate offsprbg,  it  had  at  least  ft  eoasiderable  share  in 

thehr 
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their  fbrtnation.  The  French,  Italian,  and  Spanish 
Bibles,  that  were  published  before  the  sixteenth  century, 
and  of  which  Simon  has  given  entertaining  accounts  in 
his  Hist  Crit  des  Vers.  chap.  38.  40.  41.  were  taken 
wholly  from 'the  Latin.  The  same  may  be  said  of  the 
old  German  Bibles,  printed  in  1462  \  1467,  and  1483, 
which  I  have  fully  described  in  the  Syntagma  commen-* 
tationum,  p.  1 — 22.  published  in  17595  in  which  Bibles 
it  b  expressly  said,  that  they  were  coiTected  with  great 
care  and  diligence  according  to  the  Latin.  The  com- 
mon versions  of  the  Papists,  which  have  been  made  since 
that  time,  follow  likewise  the  Vulgate;  and  though 
several  learned  members  of  that  church  have  attempted 
more  accurate  translations  in  the  living  languages,  they 
were  still  accustomed  from  their  youth  to  the  Latin.  It 
is  true  that  Luther  translated  from  the  Greek,  yet  marks 
of  the  Vulgate  are  visible  through  the  whole  translation  : 
nor  would  be  have  been  able  to  produce  so  accurate  a 
translation  of  the  Bible,  the  present  sources  of  critical 
assistance  being  at  that  time  totally  unknown,  unless  he 
had  recurred  to  the  aid  of  the  Vulgate,  and  resolved 
not  to  forsake  his  guide,  but  where  it  led  hito  open  error. 
In  support  of  this  assertion,  I  appeal  not  only  to  the 
many  instances  of  accurate  translation,  and  few  of  false 
interpretation,  that  are  common  to  Luther  and  the 
Vulgate,  but  also  to  those  errors  in  Lutiier's  version, 
which  cannot  be  derived  from  the  orginal  Greek.  For 
instance  f ri<rxf«-ro/tA«»  is  rendered  '  to  visit, '  because  he 
found  visito  in  the  Latin.  It  by  no  means  derogates  front 
the  character  of  the  great  Luther,  that  he  adhered  to  this 
very  anciebt  versidn ;  and  perhaps  the  success  of  his 
translation,  at  a  time^  when  the  Oriental  languages  were 
little  known,  and  tew  commentaries  existed  ot  any  value, 
may  be  ascribed  to  the  assistance,  which  he  derived  front 
the  Vulgate,  where,  though  he  has  corrected  mistakes) 
he  has.  never  altered  without  necessity. 
The  translation  of  Luther  has  had  material  influence 

on 

^  Wilb  respect  to  this  date,  »ee  CletneDt  Bibliotbeqiie  curieuse^ 
Tuai«  111.  p.  320—3^3,  D.  39,  40. 
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on  those,  which  were  made  by  his  followers  in  the 
Reformation,  not  excepting  even  the  English,  where 
examples  might  be  produced  of  Germanisms,  that  to  every 
Englishman  must  appear  obscure '.  And  it  will  be  need- 
less to  prove  at  large,  that  most  of  the  translators  of  the 
Bible  in  the  two  last  centuries,  have  been  accustomed  to 
the  Latin,  or  to  versions  immediately  derived  from  it. 


SECT.    XXII. 
Of  the  Latin  version  in  general. 

nr  O  avoid  confusion  in  treating  of  the  Latin  version* 
we  must  distinguish  what  existed  before  the  age 
of  Jerom,  from  the  edition,  which  was  corrected  and 
published  by  the  learned  father,  and  is  generally  knowa 
under  the  name  of  the  Vulgate.  The  Vulgate  must  be 
again  examined  in  three  different  points  of  view :  firsts 
as  it  was  published  by  Jerom;  2dly.  as  corrupted  in 
later  ages,  partly  by  mistakes  of  transcribers^  partly  by 
interpolations  from  more  ancient  Latin  versions ;  3dly. 
as  corrected  in  the  sixteenth  century  by  Papal  authority^ 
and  introduced  into  the  church  of  Rome. 
.  Of  the  ancient  versions  before  the  time  of  Jerom,  a 
full  account  may  be  seen  in  Simon  Hist.  Crit.  des 
Vers.  ch.  3,  4,  5,  6.  in  Martianay's  Protegomena  to  the 
Gospel  of  St.  Matthew,  which  be  published  according 
to  the  old  version,  in  Mill,  §  377 — 605. ;  and  in 
.Mosbelm's  Commentarii  de  rebus  Christianorum  ante 
Constantium  Magnum,  p.  225 — 229.  This  last  treatise 
deserves  especially  to  be  read,  because  the  author  has 
freed  the  history  of  this  version  from  several  mistakes, 
that  were  generally  committed,  and  from  which  I  was 
not  exen)pt  in  the  first  edition  of  this  work.  It  will 
be  observed  in  the  sequel,  that  this  ancient  version  is 
annexed  to  the  Greek  text  in-  the  Cod.  Boernerianus^ 
Claromontanus,  and  Cantabrigiensb.  Beside  these,  several 
other  copies  are  extant ;  among  which  may  be  reckoned 

those 
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those  mentioned  in  UfFenbach's  Travels,  VoL  III.  p.  471 
— 480. ;  some  of  these  are  very  extraordinary,  especially 
that  in  the  possession  of  Aymon. 

We  had  formerly,  and  indeed  so  late  as  the  first  part 
of  the  present  century,  some  fragments  of  this  version 
ID  print,  but  few  whole  books  of  the  New  Testament, 
namely  the  Gospel  of  St.  Matthew  and  the  Epistle  c^ 
St  James,  which  Martianay  printed  in  1695,  from  two 
veiy  ancient  manuscripts.  To  these  were  added,  in  1 715, 
the  Acts  of  the  Apostles,  "which  Hearne  published  at 
Oiford  from  the  Cod.  Laudianus  3.  a  very  excellent 
wdHe,  but  extremely  scarce,  on  account  of  the  few  im- 
pressions that  were  taken :  we  are  therefore  much  in- 
debted to  Professor  Hwiid  for  having  reprinted  the  Latin 
text,  in  his  Libellus  criticus  de  indole  codicis  N.  T. 
biMJotbecse  Cssareo  -  Vindobonensis  Lambecii  xxxiv. 
accessit  textus  Latinus  Antehieronymianus  e  codice 
Laadiano. 

The  want  of  a  printed  edition  is  the  reason  that  so 
many  of  the  learned  have  made  mistakes  in  spealiiing  of 
Ibis  version,  and  falsely  understood  the  clearest  passages 
of  the  fathers,  that  allude  to  it.  But  Pope  Benedict  XIV. 
who  was  highly  valued  by  the  Protestant,  as  well  as  by 
the  Roman  church,  has  acquired  immortal  honour  in 
the  Republic  of  Letters,  for  having  ordered  to  be  pub- 
fished,  in  1749,  a  magnificent  edition,  taken  from  five 
(properly  only  four  genuine)  manuscripts  "  of  this  ver- 
aoo.  The  title  of  this  work,  which  consists  of  four ' 
Toluroes  in  folio,  including  the  Prolegomena  and  the 
treatises  annexed  to  it,  is,  Evangeliarum  quadruplex 
Li36ne  versionis  antiquce,  sen  ItalicsB,  nunc  primuip  in 
locem  editum  ex  codicibus  manuscriptis  aureis,  argenteis, 
purpureis,  aliisque,  plusquam  millenariaB  aetatis  sub 
inqpidis  Joannis  V.  regis  fidelissimi  Lusitaniae,  a  Joanne 

Blanchino. 

*  The  names  of  these  manuscripts  are  Vercellensis,  Veronensis, 
CorbejensiSy  firixianus,  and  Forojuiieosis ' :  but  this  last  contains 
only  the  corrected  version  of  Jerom,  and  ought  therefore  not  to  have 
hc^n  printed  with  the  others.  Dobrowsky  has  shewn  this  very 
^ewlj  ID  his  Fragnaentum  Prageose'evangeUi  Marci.  Praga;  1788. 
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Blanchino.    The  beauty  and  largeness  of  the  types,  the 
great  number  of  learned  treatises,  and  the  copperplates 
with  which  it  is  ornamented,  make  the  work  so  very  ex- 
pensive, that  it  is  seldom  to  be  found  in  private  libraries, 
though  it  ought  to  be  in  general  use :  an  editor  there* 
fore  would  deserve  the  thanks  of  the  public,  who  would 
publish  in  a  less  sumptuous  manner  the  Latin  text  of 
the  four  manuscripts,  (for  that  of  the  Forojuliensis  is 
unnecessary)  and  omit  the  dissertations,  by  which  means 
the  work  would  be  reduced  to  a    moderate   quarto. 
While  Blanchini  was  engaged  in  preparing  it  for  the 
press,  P.  Sabatier  published  in  1 743  bis  fiiblia  Latina 
versionis  antique,  seu  vetus  Italica,  of  which  the  third 
volume  contains  the  New  Testament.     But  Sabatier 
took  not  his  text  from  manuscripts  of  the  Latin  version 
only,  hut  from  the  Codices  Graeco-Latini,  or  Greek* 
Latin  manuscripts  :  for  instance,  the  Acts  of  the  Apos- 
tles from  the  above-mentioned  Cod.  Laudianufi  3.  pub* 
lished  by  Heame.       Here  we  may  naturally  inquire, 
whether  these  Latin  versions  were  in  general  and  public 
use,  or  whether  they  are  not  to  be  ascribed  to  the  pri- 
vate industry  of  different  transcribers,  who  copying  the 
Greek  Testament,  subjoined  a  Latin  translation  corre- 
jipoadent  to  the  Greek  text  of  their  respective  manu- 
scripts.    After  reading  Hearne*s  edition  of  the  Acts  of 
the  Apostles,  we  might  be  inclined  to  suppose  the  lat- 
ter :    but  their  coincidence  with  the  quotations  of  the 
Latin  fathers  shews,  that  these  very  translations  of  the 
Greek  text,  as  it  stood  in  the  most  ancient  manuscripts^ 
were  in  general  use  in  an  age,  that  precedes  the  date  of 
any  manuscript  now  extant.     As  the  Greek-Latin  ma- 
xuiscripts  have  chasms,   Sabatier   has    supplied    them, 
though  this  is  very  unsatisfiaictory,  from  the  Vulgate,  and 
sometimes  added  in  the  notes  quotations  from  the  Latin 
fathers     For  instance  Acts  xxvii.  5 — 14.  18 — 23.  29. 
xxviii.  20.  are  wanting,  which  is  the  more  disagreeable, 
because  they  contain  passages,  where  the  critic  is  in  need 
of  information,  whether  the  reading  of  the  old  version, 
chap,  xxvii.  14.  was  EwgoitXytav,  or,  like  that  of  the  later 

versioQj 
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version,  Etf^MuAMr',  and  chap.  xxviiL  i«  Melita,  or  Me^- 
liteoe.  Whoever  could  supply  Uiese  chasm^i  fiom  ma- 
miscr^its  of  the  old  version,  or  more  properly  versions^ 
and  still  more,  nvhoever  would  coatinue  the  work  of 
fikachini,  and  publish  the  Acts  and  the  Epistles,  would 
gready  promote  the  critical  knowledge  of  the  New 
Testament  ^ 


SECT.    XXIII. 

Of  the  great  number  of  ancient  Latin  versionSy  ammg 
which  the  Itala  is  no  longer  distinguishable.  One  of 
these  was  termed  Vulgate. 

IT  appears  from  the  testimony  of  Augustio,  that  the 
Latin  church  had  a  very  great  number  of  transla- 
tions' of  the  Bible,  that  they  were  made  at  the  first 
iDtrodiictioD  qf  Christianity,  but  that  the  authors  are 
totally  unknown.  His  mo^  of  expression  in  regard  to 
tins  subject  is  rather  byperoolical,  ^  Qui  Scripturas  ex 
Hebras^  liogu4  in  Grascam  verterunt  numerari  possunt, 
latiai  auteai  iqt^pretes  nullo'moi|p.  Ut  enim  cuivis 
primis  fidei  temporibus  in  manus  venit  codex  Gnecus, 
et  aliquai|tuli\D(i  facultatis  sibi  utriusque  linguae  habere 
videbatur,  ausas  ^t  interpretari.'  Augyst.  de  doctrii^a 
Cbristiaoas  Iil>.  I^.  cap.  1 1.  This  p^^aage  has  given 
rise  to  various  di^puteis,  and  ii^^ny  have  even  ventured 
to  deny  a  plurality  df  I^tin  versions,  byt  ^  careful  pe- 
nisal  oi  the  manuscripts  published  by  Blanchini  is  sufii- 
dcDi  to  coDf^te  this  opinioi:^  and  to  shew  that  there  is 
no  oeceasity  fgr  doii^  violei)ce  to  the  words  of  Augustln. 
It  is  true  thajt  the  yersionsare  not  absolutely  distinct,  as 
appeals  fr^m  their  frequent  coincidence,  but  they  are 
compositions  that  have  resulted  from  combining  more 
aocieiit  aad  separate  translations,  which  have  boen  ipter- 
novaa  with  each  other,  by  selecting  those  parts,  which 
ekber  deserved  ti^  preference^  or  most  easily  Occurred 
to  the  writer.     In  the  margin  of  one  manuscript  was 

written, 
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ivritten,  perhaps  in  many  places,  the  text  of  another, 
which  a  future  transcriber  inserted  in  his  copy,  or  when 
passages,  or  leaves  were  wanting  in  one,  they  were  sup- 
plied by  extracts  from  another.  Having  collated  the 
Gospel  of  St.  Mark,  in  the  Syriac  version,  with  the 
Evangeliarum  quadruplex,  I  found  the  Latin  versions  in 
general  divided,  some  being  in  favour  of  the  reading 
for  which  I  consulted  them,  while  otfiers  were  against  it> 
a  circumstance  which  clearly  proves  them  to  be  the  result 
of  different  translations.  In  short,  they  are  exactly  of 
'  such  a  nature,  as  might  be  expected  from  versions  that 
arose  in  the-  manner  above  described,  and  of  which  Jerom 
says,  si  latinis  exemplaribus  fides  est  adhibenda,  respon- 
deant,  quibus?  tot  enim  smit  exemplaria  pocne,  quot 
codices. 

In  reading  the  Latin  text  of  the  Greek-Latin  manu* 
scripts,  such  as  the  Cod.  Cantabrigiensisj  Laudianus  3. 
Boernerianus,  &c.  the  thought  naturally  occurs,  that 
the  diifference  is  in  a  great  measure  to  be  ascribed,  if  not 
to  completely  new  translations,  at  least  to  the  Latin 
having  been  altered  from  the  Greek  in  each  respective 
manuscript ;  for  the  notion  that  the  Greek  has  been 
altered  from  the  Latin,  if  we  except  a  very  few  instances^ 
is  erroneous  *; 

Some  of  these  Latin  versions  were  probably  written 
later  than  the  first  ages  of  Christianity  \  Rom.  xii.  1 3. 
is  xftiftic  ray  ay%<a¥ :  but  instead  of  XC^^^>  three  Cedd. 
Graeco-Latini  have  lAvna^^j  and  though  the  old  Latin 
version  published  by  Sabatier  has  necessitatibus,  yet  it 
appears  fi-om  his  note  that  others  had  memoriis.  This 
fault  (for  a  fault  it  evidently  is)  could  hardly  have  taken 
place  before  the  end  of  the  second,  or  the  beginning  of 
the  third  century,  for  it  conveys  the  language  and  sen- 
timents of  a  later  age,  aym  being  used^  not  in  the  sense 
of  -the  New  Testament,  where  it  is  applied  to  the  pri-  " 
mitive  Christians  in  general,  but  in  the  ecclesiastical 
sense  qf  the  word,  saints,  or  martyrs,  characters  un* 
known  at  Rome^  when  St  Paul  wrote  his  epistle  to  the 
Romans. 

or 
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Of  these  various  translations,  there  was  one  in  parti- 
cular, that  in  the  writings  of  Augustin  is  styled  Itala, 
a  very  celebrated  name,  but  a  name  that  has  been  so 
abused,  that  not  only  all  the  Latin  versions,  that  existed 
before  the  time  of  Jerom,  have  been  taken  for  one  and 
the  same,  but  the  very  individual  version,  that  i^  meant 
by  Augustin.     I  was  led  into  the  same  error  at  the  first 
publication  of  this  work,  but  the  words  of  Augustin, 
who  alone  of  all  the  writers  of  antiquity  mentbns  the 
Itala  by  name,  '  in  ipsis  autem  interpretationibus  Itala ' 
ceteris  prseferatur,    nam  est  verborum   tenacior  cum 
perspicuitate  sentential,'  clearly  shew  that  it  was  only 
one  out  of  many  translations,  and   that  there  is   no 
ground  for  giving  this  title  to  every  Latin  version,  that 
existed  before  Jerom's  edition  of  the  Vulgate.     If  it  be 
asked,  to  which  of  the  old  versions  the  name  of  Itala 
must  be  ascribed?  I  answer,  that  we  are  totally  unable 
to  determine ;   for  though   Augustin  has  highly  com- 
mended it,   he  has  not  given  a  single  extract,  which 
might  serve   to  distinguish   it  from  the  rest.     Yet  it 
appears  to  have  been  generally  known  iii  that  age,  and  to 
have  differed  materially  from  the  version;  that  was  used 
by  the  church  of  Africa,  the  country  of  Augustin,  from 
whom  it  probably  received  the  name  of  Ilala,  to  dis- 
tinguish it  from  the  latter.     Biit  ive  cann6t  infer  from 
this  title,  that  it  was  in  use  at  Rome,  and  Mosheim  very 
justly  observes,  that  in  this  case  it  would  rather  have 
acquired  the  more  suitable, '  and  honourable  appellation 
of  Romana.     To  Mosheim  we  are  indebted  for  the  cor- 
rection'of  the  above-menffoned '  error,  which  before  his 
time  was  universal,  and  is  visible  even  in  the  title-page 
of  the  editions  'of  Martianay,  Sabatier,  and  Blanchini* 

Jerom  makes  mention  of  a  Vulgate,  which  was  pro- 
bably the  Latin  version  in  use  at  that  time  in  Rome^ 
and  which  itself  wrfs,  in  a  greater  or  less  degree,  a  com- 
position like  the  others. 
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t)f  the  general  styk  t)f  these  versions^  and  cor^ectures  in 

regard  to  their  authors. 

nrHE  style  of  these  uncietit  versions^  which  is  still 
▼tsible  an  the  Vv^te,  tiiou^  amended  by  JeroHi, 
is  not  ooly  devoid  t^  classic  degaoce,  but  inaccurate 
hnA  impure,  thoi^  Gesner  has  quoted  from  it  several 
examples  'm  his  Thesaurus.  We  find  not  seldom  abso- 
lutely £ftlse  Laliik,  and  such,  as  no  native  Bomao  could 
have  written^  of  which  the  following  examples  are 
tftfaen  from  Martknay'^  edition  of  St  Matthew,  cb.  ii. 
16.  ituac  Herodes  videos  •quoniam  (for  quod)  illusus 
esaet  a  Magis.  ii.  1 8.  noluit  coasolari,  whic^  is  used  aa 
if  it  were  a  paasive.  iii.  15.  dkusit  Jp6um»  ior  permisit 
ipai.  vi.  16.  exlerminant  facies  suas.  vL  19.  ubi  a^rugp 
dt  linea  extermiiittt.  xiii.  6.  •ederunt  {for  ^idenioty  ua- 
kss  we  ascribe  aUs  error  to  a  copyi«it)  fniotum.  xiv.  1 . 
benedixit  eos.  Mistakes  of  this  natwe,  as  well  as  a  too 
servile  attention  lo  the  idiom  of  the  Greek,  l»Btray  a 
translator,  who  was  neither  a  native  ItaliaUi  nor  had 
leaivied  the  ianguiige  by  the  rules  of  grammar '. 

At  otiaer  times  we  find  expressions,  that  hwe  the 
appearance  of  beieg  io^roper,  and  yet  mi^tejostified 
by  die  tislage  of  the  Latin  tallage.  For  instance  Matth« 
V.  32.  dimissfeim  adulterat.  v.  43.  odies  inimicum.  v4.  4^ 
in  absconso.  vi.  S.  vii.  9.  11^  pei^re  aliquem,  in  thesinse 
of  '  to  request  any  one/  vii.  9.  alio,  as  a  dative,  vii.  »19« 
nnus  scriba,  where  uous  resembles  a  modem  indetermi- 
nate article,  and  in  the  same  manner  ix.  1 8.  fHinceps 
uous.  xi.  7.  kmientavimus.  xiii.  15.  cluseront  acuios. 
xiv.  £2.  jussit  discipalis  auis.  xviii.  24*  decern  milUa 
laienUL  These  aite  remnants  of  the  Latin,  as  spokeo 
by  the  illiterate,  especially  in  the  Provinces  \  Evei^ 
language  abounds  with  phrases  in  common  life,  which 
a  classic  writer  endeavours  to  avoid  :  the  most  accurate 
are  exposed  indeed  to  the  danger  of  sometimes  inadver- 

tedtly: 
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tently  BdoEiiUiiig  them,  even  whei»e  the  seriousness  of  the 
aubfeot  requires  a  dignity  of  language ;  but  if  they  occur 
too  aften,  and  are  even  uograoimatical  and  vulgar,  th^ 
betray  either  an  author  without  education,  or  a  foreigner, 
ipfao  had  learnt  the  language  4by  rote,  in  the  company  of 
Ae  ilUterate. 

To  those  above  enum^ated  may  be  added  certain 
words,  which  are  used  in  a  sense  that  is  very  rare  in  the 
daanc  writers.  Opinio  is  used  in  the  sense  of  ^  report,' 
Mattfa.  iii.  24.  xiv.  1.  xxir.  6.  Salmacidus,  a  word 
<}ue|pd  \fj  Cicero  itoxn  Ennius ',  is  found  James  in.  1 1 . 
Orto  sole  ssstuarurit,  Matth.  xiii.:6.  where  sBstuo  is  used 
in  llie  same  poetical  sense,  as  it  is  applied  by  Viigil. 

Cumque  exustus  ager  morientibus  asstuat  herbis. 
Sxpressjons  of  this  kind  are  very  numerous,  and  they 
ffooDver  either  tbe  native  of  a  province,  who  is  unable  to 
disei^age  himself -from  his  provincialisms,  or  a  foreigner 
who  ixmki  form  no  judgement  of  the  propriety  of  le[n- 
goage,  but  in  writing  serious  prose  adopted  either  the 
pfaiHses  of  comnion  life,  or  Buch  as  he  could  recollect 
from  the  poets  \ 

fiut  the  Latin  of  these  i^ersions  is  not  therefore  to  be 
treated  with  contempt,  for  though  no  scholar  would  at- 
tempt to  imitatetfaeir  style,  be  may  learn  by  their  means 
tat  hmgoage  in  a  greater  extent.  For  it  is  certain  that 
BO  man  can  know  more  than  the  half  of  a  language, 
nor  have  an  adequate  notion  of  its  etymology,  who  is 
aoquainted  only  with  the  small  portion,  that  is  preserved 
m  d^antly  written  books.  Those  phrases  of  common 
liS^  which  are  used  by  men  of  liberal  education  at  fur- 
that  in  epistialary  oorreapondeooe,  and  even  the  expres- 
sioos  of  the  illiterate,  are  not  unworthy  the  notice  of 
TbSkAogj.  We  are  indebted  to  the  Latin  comedies  for 
many  terms  in  the  mouths  of  vulgar  characters,  which 
no  serioos  writer  could  use,  when  speaking  in  his  own 
penoQ.  H'tfaese  are  veceived  with  plecusure  by  every  critic, 
as  aogmenting  his  treasure  of  Latin  words,  no  cause  can 
be  assigned  for  treating  tbe  Vulgate  with  contempt,  which 
for  tbe  above-mentioned  reason  I  would  prefer  to  the 

H  2  Bible 
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Bible  of  Castellio.  I  have  frequently  conreraed  on  this 
subject  with  the  celebrated  Gesner,  who  used  to  say  that 
the  Vulgate  was  to  him  an  auctor  dassicus,  not  because 
be  could  learn  from  it  to  write  elegant  Latin,  but 
because  it  enabled  him  to  survey  the  Latin  language  in 
its  whole  extent  The  genuine  original  meaning  of  sacra- 
nientum  and  cffilicolie  may  b^  learnt  from  these  antient 
versions. 

Lastly,  they  contain  very  numerous  Hebraisms,  or 
rather  Syriasms,  that  are  diametrically  opposite  to  the 
genius  of  the  Latin.  These  surpass  all  that  is  observable 
of  this  kind  in  the  Greek  Testament,  not  excepting  the 
Gospels  of  St.  Matthew  and  St.  Mark.  We  cannot 
therefore  account  for  them  as  imitations  of  the  original, 
and  we  are  naturally  led  to  suppose  that  some  of  these 
versions  were  made  by  Jewish  converts,  whose  native 
language  was  the  Syriac.  In  the  Curse  in  Actus  Apost. 
Syriacos,  p.  168 — 173.  I  took  notice  of  several  examples, 
in  which  traces  may  be  discovered  of  the  Syriac  edition  ^. 
Ridley,  who  from  the  hint  which  I  had  given,  prose* 
cuted  the  inquiry  still  further,  collected  in  the  9^^  sect, 
of  his  Dissertatio  de  versionibus  S3rriacis  still  more 
examples^  among  which  that  of  Rom.  ix.  25.  is  so  re- 
markable, though  it  appears  to  be  doubtful,  that  I  will 
subjoin  it  in  a  note  with  the  author's  own  words ".   Those, 

who 

°  Ad  eundem  modum  -Rom.  ix.  25.  legimus  ip  textu  xa^f0'tf  rw  09 
^otoy  iMv,  Xoov  fiof ;  luti  Ti}y  qv*  nye^wtifAtntf  niyuw^fAiwut.  Nullus  hie 
dubitandi  locus.  Vertit  tamen  latinus,  vocabo  non  plebem  meam^ 
plebtm  meam:  et  non  dUectam^  diUctam:  et  non  misericordiam  con^ 
^ecutam^  miserkordiam  constcutam*  NuUius  codicb  fretus  auctoritate 
uoum  in  duo  membra  videtur  resolvere :  sed  non  est  nisi  ambiguae 
vocis,  cujus  significationem  non  tenebat  interpres,  in  utrumque  sen&um. 

explicatio.  '  Syrus  enira  transtulit  Ali«#;Z]  Z^laA^;Z]  plLo.  Prius 
vero,  quam  appingerentur  vocales,  dubium  esset,  ai>  sit  non  diUciam^ 
dileetam  cum  Grasco,  an,  non  miseric^diam  consecutam,  misericordiarm 
consecutamj  cum  Hebrso.  Latinus  igitur  in  utrumque  sensum  vocem, 
non  Grascam,  sed  Syriacam,  interpretatus  est.  But  this  example , 
though  very  plausible,  leads  to  no  absolute  certainty,  because-  ovk 
wXm^iiijy  is  the  reading  of  the  Septuagint,  Hos.  i.  6.  ii.  23.  fronx 
ynhich  the  Latin  reading  *  non  misericordiam  con^ecutam^  mighv 
kave  been  taken. 
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who  officiated  as  teachers  in  the  Christian  communities 
daring  the  first  century,  were  chiefly  Jewish  converts, 
for  behig  instructed  from  their  youth  in  the  knowledge 
of  the  Old  Testament,  they  were  better  qualified  to  ex- 
plain the  New,  than  one  born  and  educated  in  idolatry. 
And  it  is  not  improbable  that  these  very  persons  applied 
themselves  to  translating,  that  each  community  might 
possess  the  New  Testament  in  its  native  language  ^ 

In  the  Greek- Latin  manuscripts  the  translators  have 
soroetimes  grossly  offended  against  the  rules  of  the  Latin 
grammar,  and  they  seem  to  have  been  led  into  error  by 
a  too  servile  adherence  to  the  idiom  of  the  Greek,  being 
probably  better  masters  of  the  latter  than  of  the  former. 

The  language  of  these  versions  has  had  material 
influence  on  the  Latin  of  the  church,  which  is  not  only 
uoclassical,  but  has  a  tincture  of  the  Oriental  idiom, 
though  in  a  much  lower  degree  than  the  versions  them- 
sdves  ^ 
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Rarther  remarks  in  respect  to  the  origin^  antiquity ^  and 

authors  of  the  old  Latin  versions. 

T  H  AV  E  observed  in  the  preceding  section,  that  the 
ddest  Latin  versions  appear  to  have  been  made  by 
Dative  Jews,  and  therefor^  written  in  the  first  century. 
This  conclusion  is  confirmed  by  the  testimony  of  Au- 
gustio,  who  refers  them  to  the  earliest  ages  of  Chrisd- 
amty,  and   the   premises  receive  additipnal  probability 
from  the  circumstance,  that  Oriental  proper  names  are 
sometimes  written  in  the  Latin  Testament  not  accord- 
ing to  the  Greek,  but  the  Syriac  orthography ;  for  in- 
stance, ILmwi^yMfk  is  written  Caphernaum,  with  ph,  as^n 
S3rriac  xdom^^a^,  the  village  of  Nahum,  and' lo-xotf  iwru? , 
Scarioth,  as  it  is  in  Syriac  |iGu?.axp .     A  knowledge  of 
these  orthographical  minutias  in  Oriental  names,  added 
to  the  badness  of  the  Latin,  is  an  evident  proof  that  the 
author  was  not  a  tiative  of  Italy '. 

H  3  ^  The 
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The  reason,  which  induced  Mill  to  refer  the  origin  of 
the  oldest  Latin  version  no  higher  than  to  the  time  of  Pope 
Pius,  in  the  middle  of  the  second  century,  that  the  Chnff- 
tians  in  Rome  during  the  first  century,  who  came  from 
Egypt,  Judfea,  and  other  countries,  were  acquainted  witji 
Greek,  and  therefore  not  in  need  of  a  traqilation,  is  hardly 
of  any  weight  For  it  presupposes  without  proo^  that  the 
version  was  first  made  for  the  use  of  the  Christian  com* 
munity  in  Rome,  whereas  it  is  certain  that  the  greatest 

Krt  were  written  for  the  use  of  the  provincied  towns  in 
ily  \  Nor  must  we  forget  that  many  members  of  the 
Christian  church  were  of  the  lowest  class,  who  were  un- 
able to  comprehend  the  New  Testament  in  the  original 
Greek.  It  seems  likewise  to  be  an  error  in  MUl  and 
other  critics,  when  they  suppose  that  the  Latin  versicMi 
was  made  by  public  authority,  or  under  the  direction  of 
the  bishop  cf  Roma  :  fbr  it  is  inconsistent  with  the  ae«- 
count  of  Augustin,  the  only  writer  from  whom  we  csa 
derive  information,  who  says,  ut  cuivis  in  manus  venit 
codex  Grsecus,  et  aliquantulum  facultatis  sibi  utriusque 
linguae  habere  videbatur,  ausus  est  interpretari  ^  Now  it 
is  very  improbable,  if  a  translator  had  been  appointed 
by  a  bishop,  or  a  council,  that  a  writer  would  have  been 
chosen,  who  was  so  little  master  of  the  Latin.  I  am 
therefore  of  the  same  opinion  with  Ridley,  and  suppose 
that  the  real  state  of  the  case  was  as  follows.  The  New 
Testament  was  read  in  the  Christian  churches,  in  the 
same  manner  an  the  Otd  Testament  in  the  Jewish  syna- 
gogues ;  and  as  the  Jews,  after  reading  the  original  He- 
brew, explained  it  by  a  ChaMee  parapluase,  so  the  Chris- 
tian bishops,  and  public  teachers  expounded  the  passages 
in  Latin,  whic^  they  first  nea<]  in  the  Greek.  In  the 
beginning;  this  was  done  ex  tempore,  but  by  degrees, 
in  order  to  faciiitafe  the  public  service,  these  transAatioiiB 
ivere  committed  to  writing,  and  ait  length  cDmuunieated 
to  the  different  members.  By  the^e  means  we  may  ac- 
count for  their  great  variety,  and  the  confusion,  which 
might  have  been  avoidt^d  by  a  version  ordained  by  tRe 
public  authority  of  the  Cbristiaii  ehurch» 
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SECT.    XXVI. 

I 

Of  the  great  confusion,  into  which  these  versions 

gradually  felL 

nPHE  coDfiisiofi,  UBMCttdbUe  f&  lb0M  versions  from 
their  very  commencemeDt,  arose  by  degrees  to 
sucQ  a  height,  that  Jeroin,  io  his  preface  to  the  Gospels, 
complains  that  no  one  copy  resembled  another.  To  the 
practice  of  putting  together  parts  of  separate  translations, 
and  making  in  this  manner  a  motley  composition,  we 
may  likewise  add  the  three  following  causes. 

1.  The  expressions  of  one  Evangelist  were  transferred 
int^  tiie  writings  ef  another,  and  by  these  means  the  four 
GospeJs  converted,  as  it  were,  into  four  Harmonies. 
Jero»,  ia  the  above-mentioned  preface,  makes  the  fol- 
lowing complaint :  magnus  siquidem  in  his  nostris  codi- 
dbus  error  inolevit,  dum  quod  in  eadem  re  alius  Evan* 
gelista  plus  dixit,  in  alio,  quia  minus  putaverint,  addi- 
deront :  aut  dum  eundem  sensum  alius  aliter  expressit, 
ifie,  qui  unum  e  quatuor  legerat,  ad  ejus  exemplum  coe* 
fieros  quoque  sBStimaverit  emendandos.  Unde  accidit, 
uC  apud  nos  mixta  sint  omnia,  et  in  Marco  plura  Lucas 
eC  Matthei,  rursum  in  Mattbeso  plura  Joannis  et  Marci^ 
et  cseteris  reliquorum,  quae  aliis  propria  sunt,  inveniantur. 

2.  Mai^inf^  notes,  consisting  ekfaer  of  expositions,  or 
oral  traditions,  concerning  the  history  of  Christ,  were 
mserted  by  suli^equent  transcribers  in  the  text 

3.  It  was  usual,  in  countries  where  Latin  was  spoken, 
to  accompany  the  Greek  manuscripts  with  a  Latin  trans- 
lation, wfaidi  was  written  eitiier  in  a  column  parallel  to 
the  Greek  text,  or  immediately  under  it.  Now  it  ap- 
peflrs  from  the  inspection  of  these  Greek-Latin  manu- 
scripts, that  the  object  of  transcribers  was  sometimes  to 
fender  both  texts  as  nearly  alike  as  possible,  and  as  they 
were  c^Ren  men  of  no  learning,  they  were  exposed  to  tte 
danger  of  altering  the  Latin  improperly.  Of  this  the 
following  is  an  instance :  ma^^i  o-xoysmp,  Phil.  ii.  4. 
b^g  written  according  to  the  ancient  manner  KKAX- 
T0IXSDB0TNTE2,   a  copyist  unacqueanted  with    the 

H  4  Greek 
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Greek  grammar  might  falsely  divide  it  into  sxoiroK 
jcowwTK,  and  this  was  actually,  done. by  the  writer  of  the 
Codex  Boernerianus,  for  he  had  altered  the  Latin  trans- 
lation into  singuli  laborantes  \ 


SECT.     XXVII. 
Critical  use  of  the  Latin  version. 

IN  respect  to  the  value  and  critical  application  of  the 
Latin  version,  or  versions,  to  the  discovery  of  genuine 
readings  in  the  Greek  text,  the  opinions  of  the  learned 
have  been  not  only  divided,  but  even  diametrically  op- 
posite.    Some  have  passed  the  highest  encomiums  on 
tlie  purity  of  the  text  in  the  Greek-Latin  manuscripts, 
and  have   supposed  that  the,  discovery  of  the  genuine 
Itala^  which  it  is  in  vain  to  expect,  as  the  hope  is  founded 
on  a  mistaken  i^ame,  would  be  ^f  the  ^highest  import- 
ance, in  a  critical  inquiry  into  the  New  Testament.     It 
was  the  opinion  of  the  late  Bengel,  that  the  coincidence 
of  the  Latin  version  with  the  Codex  Alexandrinus,  was 
in  every. instance  the  strongest  argument  in  favour  of  the 
authenticity, of  a  reading:  but  he  meant  not  the  Itala 
alone,  and  ascribed  the  same  value  to  the  Vulgate,  as 
published  by  Jerom,     Its  high  antiquity,  and  the  praises 
of  Augustin,  though  these  relate   merely   to  its  literal 
exactness,  have  been  the  chief  causes  of  its  great  autho- 
xity.  .  Now  this  literal,  exactness  is  often  earned  so, far 
as  jp  pix)duce  niistakes  agaiqst  the  rules  of  grammar ; 
but  whether  the  manuscripts,  in  which  these  are  ob- 
.served,  are. to  be  referred  to  th^  Itala,  or  whether  this  was 
written  in  better  Latin»  is  a  point  which  we  are  unable  to 
determine.     If  the  above-mentioned  opinion,  to  which 
I  subscribed  in  the  first  edition  of  this  work,  be  true, 
the  Latin  version  must  havp  great  influence  in  deciding 
on  the  authenticity  of  the  Greek  readings.; 

But  other  critics  are  of  an  oppqsite  opiqjon^  and  they 
suppose,  that  the   Greek,  text^  has  been,  corrupted   in 

numberless 
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nuonberless  examples  from  ttie  Latin :  in  which' case  the 
coincidence  of  the  Greek  and  Latin  texts  would  rather 
weakeni  than  support  the  evidence  in  favour  of  a  read- 
ing. These  were  the  sentiments  entertained  by  Wetstein, 
aod  his  arguments  appeared  so  plausible,  that  in  the 
second  edition  of  this  Introduction  I  became  a  convert 
to  bis  doctrine.  But. at  present  I  am  convinced  that  the 
charge  is  ungrounded,  or  at  least  more  severe,  than  is 
warranted  by  fact,  and  it  is  more  probable  that  the  I^atin 
translation  in  .  the  Greek-Latio  .  manuscripts  has  been 
altered  from  the  Greek,  than  tha  Greek  from  the  Latin. 
The.  alterations,  that  may  have  taken  place  in  the  Greek, 
might  rather  be  attributed  to  the  Syriac.  See  below, 
chap.  viii.  sect.  3. 

lo.tbe  old  Latin  versions,  those  namely  which  existed 
before  the  time  of  Jerom,  or  have  been  added  in  the 
Greek-Latin  manuscripts  since  that  period,  is  a  very 
great  qumber.of  excellent  readings,  that  are  confirmed 
not  only  by.the^best  and  most  ancient  Greek  manu- 
scriplSy  but  by  other  ancient  versions,  especially  the  Sy- 
liac  and  the  Coptic. 

But  ^e  cannot  .therefore  conclude  that  they  are  uni- 
versally genuine,  for  examples  might  be.  given  of  im- 
portant readings,  in  which  one  Latin  version  contradicts 
the  other :  and  whoever  compares  the  Evangeiiarium  of 
filanchini,  will  see  with  his  own  eyes  the  truth  of  Jerom's 
assertion,  si  Latinis  exemplaribus  fides  est  adhibenda  re^ 
spondeant,  quibus  ?  tot  enim  sunt«excmplaria  psene,  quot 
OMlices.  In  collating  the  Syriac  with  ancient  Latin  ver- 
sions, I  found  one  half  in  favour  of  the  Syriac,  the  other 
half  against  the  Syriac  reading. 

.  As  it  cannot  be  denied  that  the  oldest  Latin  versions 
are  of  very  high  antiquity,  notwithstanding  some  of  their 
readings  are  false,  their  principal  use  in  the  criticism  of 
the  New  Testament  is,  that  they  lead :  us  to  a  discovery 
of  the  readings  of  the  very,  ancient  Greek  manuscripts, 
that  existed  prior  to  the  date  of  any,  that  are  iiow 
extant    ,  Though  we.  arie  left  in  doubt,   where  their 

testimony 
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testimony  is  liiffcvettt,  yet,  where  their  evideoKre  agree8|4M 
decisioD  is  of  great  autiiorit v. 

Booge),  who  observed  the  iratit  of  mlbrfliity  in  tiM 
LatiD  text,  bas  reoommended  an  attention  to  the  number, 
goedoese,  and  anti«|wty  of  the  nanoscnpts,  as  the  suiesl 
iaeans  of  discovering  the  genuine  reading.  This  advieo 
would  be  very  appltcabte,  if  there  had  nerer  existed 
more  than  a  migle  Latin  version,  but  in  a  variety  of  di& 
iereot  transkiliions,  that  wfaicb  is  g^nnine  in  the  one,  may 
be  spurious  in  the  ether ;  and  sinee  in  every  work,  the 
trae  text  is  that  which  eame  from  the  hand  of  the  authoFj^ 
there  may  be  diflierent  readings  in  dlflferent  yersions,  yet 
all  of  them  authentic. 

Were  it  possible  to  distinguish  the  Itala,  a  term  used 
by  Angustin  alone,  and  by  him  in  only  a  mngle  kntance, 
from  the  other  LaJin  translations)  thon^  no  extract  h 
on  record  which  might  lead  to  the  (fiseover)^  it  wonhi  be 
ttili  n  nontter  of  nr eat  doubt,  whether  it  would  deserve 
tbepeeferenee  in  determining  the  authenticity  of  a  read- 
ng.  The  praisna  bestowed  on  it  by  Aagustin>  as  bcsfig 
more  literally  exact  than  the  versions  that  were  eomnKm 
in  Africa,  afford  no  proof  that  it  was  taken  from  a  more 
accurate  Greek  manoscript,  than  other  translationa.  Even 
had  it  been  nfirmed  by  tiie  pious  father,  yet,  as  he  waa 
ignecant  of  Greek,  and  a  total  stmnger  to  learning  m 
gen^ial,  his  opinion  on  that  subject  wouM  have  been  of 
Sttle  weight.  Bat  admitting  that  the  discovery  of  the 
Itak  wodd  reward  the  pcnns  employed  in  the  search, 
ii^iere  is  it  to  be  sought  ?  If  it  is  one  of  the  five  mami- 
scripts  published  by  Blanchini,  how  is  it  to  be  distim^ 
guished  ?  Or  shall  we  conclude  that  the  Itdila  is  tiiat^ 
from  which  the  Latin  frkthers  have  borrowed  their  quo- 
tntions?  Now  these  quotations  disagree  among  them* 
selnes^  and  could  not  therefore  have  been  tabn  frmn 
the  same  version  :  but  setting  this  circumstance  aside,  it 
is  a  very  arbitrary  inference,  that  the  Latin  frithers,  in 
different  parts  of  the  Roman  empire,  have  constantly 
lecarred  to  the  version  commended  by  a  writer  of  Africa, 
S  in 


in<  preference  to*  those  Ib  use  in*  their  respectife  efaurcbeA 
May,  AogiiBtin  hnsell^  tbeo^  he  commended'  the  Itala^ 
might  kflrre  quoted  firom  the  version  that  was  usual  m 
feis  own  country,  in  tiie  sadie  manner,  as  German  divines^ 
though  they  preferred  a  later  translation,  would  still 
quoUe  the  Kble  from  that  of  Lutiier. 

It  were  to  be  wbhed,  that  the  various  readings  of  the 
old  Latin  manuscripts  were  carefully  collected,  and  an- 
nexed, on  a  more  extensive  plan,  to  such  editions  as 
those  of  Mill  and  Wetstein :  but  they  should  be  arranged 
10  s«h  a  manner,  as  to  prevent  their  being  confounded 
with  those  collected  from  Greek  manuscripts.  By  the 
edilsons  of  Sabader  and  Blanchini,  the  task  is  rendered 
much  easier  thon  before,  but  these  alone  are  not  sufficient 
and  the  work  would  be  imperfect  without  a  collection  of 
manuscripts.  These  most  not  be  quoted  in  a  vague 
maaner  Codices  Latini,  still  less  must  the  word  Itda  be 
seed,  but  ths  difievent  manuscripts  most  be  carefully  dis- 
tmjpdsbed  from  each:  other,  by  tiieir  respective  titles^ 
LflSaa  VerceUensis,  Latina  Veronensis^  ftc. 

The  forc^ing  wish,  which  I  expr^sed  in  a  former 
editksM,  Pn^seor  Griesbach  hM  afaeady  \)Ggm  %i>  put 
in  exeortioD'. 


SECT.    XXVIIL 

Correction  by  Jerom '. 

T^HE  gmit  confiision  whicb  |)revaited  in  flhe  copfes 
of  tbe  aid  Latin  version,  ind^Ked  Pope  Damasus 
ft>  employ  Jerom  in  correctiiig  it ;  and  among  aR  the 
Latin  fathers,  before  and  tffter  his  time,  it  seems  that 
none  was  better  qualified  for  the  task.  Jerom  finished 
this  useful  work  about  the  year  384,  and  he  says  him- 
self, at  the  end  of  his  Catalogus  de  scriptoribus  eccle- 
siasticis,  *  Novum  Testamentum  Grecse  fidei  reddidi.' 
Fabricius  Stapuleosis,  and  others,  have  understood  this 
only  of  the  Gospels,  because  he  says^  in  the  preface  to 

the 
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the  Gospels,  hsec-^presens  prasfatitincula  pollicetur  tan* 
turn  ^  quatuor  Evangelia,  codicum  Grsecorutn  emendata 
collatione.     But  Simon,  in  the  seventh  chapter  of  his 
Hist.  Crit.  des  Vers,  very  justly  observes,  that  Jerom,  in 
bis  letter  to  Marcellus,  complains  of  those  persons 'who 
preferred  the  old  version  to  the  new,  and  that  he  is  there 
speaking  of  the  epistles  of  St.  Paul ;  and  further,  that 
the  Vulgate,  after  the  time  of  Jerom,    was  manifestly 
different  from  the  old  version,  in  all  the  books  of  the 
New  Testament;  whence  we  may  naturally  conclude, 
that  the  correction  was  not  confined  to  the  four  Gospels. 
He  partly  expunged  the  spurious  readings,  and  partly 
corrected  the  translations,  which  appeared  to  be  erro- 
neous ;  but  it  must  be  confessed,  that,  with  the  best  in* 
tention,  he  has  sometimes  altered  for  the  worse.     He 
constantly  appeals  to  the  Greek  original,  as  the  touch- 
stone,   by  which  the  version  must  be  tried :    but  he 
Acknowledges  himself,  that  he  attempted  not  to  amend 
all  the  errors,  but  only  those  of  the  greatest  importance, 
and  hence  we  may  explain  the  re^on  why  his  commen- 
tary sometimes  differs  from  his  version  ^     We  shall  find 
in  the  sequel,  that  the  piesent  Vulgate  of  the  church  of 
Rome  agrees  not  entirely  with  Jerom's .  version :  and 
perhaps  ttiis  may  be  the  reason  why  it  sometimes  dis- 
agrees with  that  father's  commentary.    The  two  learned 
Benedictine  monks,  Martianay  and  Pouget,  published 
the   genuine   version  of  Jerom,  from  a  very  beautiful 
manuscript  at  Paris,  in  1693,  under  the   title  Sancti 
Eusebii  Hieronymi  divma  bibliotheca  hactenus  iuedita, 
and    prefixed   to    it  their  excellent   Prolegomena,   to 
which,  and  to  Simon,  chap.  7 — 12.  I  refer  my  readers 
.for  a  more  full  account  of  it,  and  of  the  present  Vulgate, 
than  the  nature  of  this  work  permits  ^ 
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SECT.    XXIX. 
Fate  of  the  Vulgate  after  the  time  qfJerom. 


T'HE  new  edition  of  the  Vulgate  by  Jerom,  super- 
seded not  the  old  and  uncorrected  vepsion,  for  the 
labour  of  the  learned  father.,  was  regarded  by  many  as  a 
blameable  innovation,  the  old  version  was  still  permitted 
by  the  Church  of  Rome,  .and  "when  Leander  bishop  of 
Seville  inquired  of.  the  Pope  which  of  the  two  deserved 
the  preference,  he  received  for  answer,  sedes  Apostolica, 
cui  prcesideo,  utraque  translatione.  utitur.  This  was  car- 
ried so  far,  that  the  Anglo-saxon  version  was  taken  from 
the  old  Latin^  not  Irom  the  connected  Vulgate  of  Jerom  \ 
In  the  course  of  time  the  versions  wef^  intermixed  with 
each  other,  a  confusion  of  which  Cassiodorus  win  the 
prbcipal  cause,  who  ordered  them  to  be  written  t<j^Jier 
io  parallel  columns,  that  the  old  veriion  might  be  cor- 
rected by  the  Vulgate  •  and  though  Alcuin  by  cQmmand 
of  Charlemagne  provided  more  accurate  copies  "*,  it  fell 
again  into  such  confusion,  and  iRas  so  disfigured  by  innu- 
merable mistakes  of  the  copyists,  that  the  manuscripts 
of  the  middle  age  materially  differ  from  the  first  edi- 
tions, that  appeared  in  print.  The  mixed  text  of  the 
middle  ages  is  found  in  a  higher  or  lower  degree,  in  all 
the  manuscripts  of  the  Vulgate,  that  were  written  during 
that  period.  The  most  celebrated  is  that  preserved  in 
the  Library  of  the  Monastery  of  St.  Emeram  in  Ratis- 
boD,  written,  in   the  year  870,  by   order  and  at   the 

expense 

*  See  Wetsteio's  Prolegomenay  p.  84.  The  words  of  Thegaiios  in 
4iB  Giesnc  Scrip  tores  Francici,  Tom.  11.  p.  277.  are  worthy  of  notice, 
becaose  it  appears  from  them,  that  the  Latin  version  was  collated  not 
ofily  with  the  Greek,  but  with  the  Syriac.  *  Dominus  imperator 
ttilul  aliud  C€e|>it*agere,  nisi  in  orationibys  et  eleeraonsynis  vacare,  et 
libfos  corrigere.  Nam  quatuor  evangelia  Christi  in  ultimo  anno 
aate  obitns  sui  diem  com  Graeqis  et  Syris  optime  correxerat/  In  the 
page  of  Wetstein's  Prolegomena,  which  follows  that  above-quoted, 
an  account  is  given  of  other  alterations,  that  were  made  in  the  Vul- 
eate  during  the  middle  ages ;  but  I  omit  them  at  present,  .because 
they  are  of  little  importance  in  sacred  criticism. 


expense  of  Charles  the  Bald,  in  golden  letters,  bound  in 
gold,  and  set  with  peaiisand  precioas  stones.  This  ma* 
nuscript  belonged  to  the  Abbey  of  St.  Denys,  but  it  was 
brought  to  Germai^  1^  Atnulpbus,  and  deposited  where 
it  is  found  at  present.  It  contains  only  the  four  Gos- 
pelfi^  the  text  of  which  deviates  4n  a  high  degree  'froti 
the  preseirt  Vulgate,  and  appears  to  be  a  confused  mix- 
ture, though  no  doubt  can  be  made  that  efll  possible 
pains  wece  bestowed  on  it.  A  description  of  this  manu- 
ioripl,  with  extracts  of  its  'variations  (that  is  various 
readings  of  the  present  Vulgate,  and  remnants  of  the  old 
version)  has  been  given  by  Coloman  Sanftl,  Librarian 
of  Ae  Monasteiy,  in  a  treatise  publi^d  in  1 786  with 
the  following  title.  Dissertatio  in  aurepm  et  pervetostum 
SS.  evangdieram  codicem  MS.  monasterii  S.  Sknerami^ 
RatisbmeB*. 

Se^)ert  Stephens  was  the  first  who  attempted  to  retn^ 
iy'-^  conftiaon,  by  publishing  tiie  !Latin  New  Testa* 
meat  <from  -anciaDt  manuscripts  in  1543  and  1545. 
9%oogh  this  editioB  was  rejected  and  prohibited  by  tfie 
Papists,  tm  .aeoount  of  et^ors  with  which  they  charged 
the  ^editor,  4t  w«s  used  %Nf  John  Hentenius,  who  derived 
firam  it  vei^^^eat  advantage,  and  'having  collated  sevend 
clher  manuscripts,  pubfish&d  in  1 547  a  new  and  more 
eorreet  edition  under  the  inspection  of  the  Divines  of 
Lou¥ain.  3%ese  again,  after  having  corrected  (he  printed 
text  partly  from  latin  manuscripts,  partly  from  the 
original  i^f,  published  at  Louvain  in  1573  an  edition 
c€  the  fiible,  that  is  much  superior  to  the  preceding. 
This  was  done  in  consequence  fA  ^an  order  of  l^e  council 
<rf  Tk^nt,  that  council  being  desirous  to  have  the  read- 
ings of  ^  Volgftte  HBRamii^  and  aaoertahiad.  (fiat  the 
labour  of  Jtbe  Divines  of  QLouvain  teceived  not  the  entire 
approbation  of  the  Pope,  and  Sixtus  the  Fifth  forbad  the 
printing  of  various  readir^  intbe  Vulgate9.an  orderwhich 
the  members  of  the  Church  of  fiome  evade,  %  collecU 
tog  readings  <to  the  ancient  version.  The  same  Pope 
commanded  a  new  Inspection  of  the  Vu^te  to  be  made 
in  Epm^  the  sesult  of  which  was  a  new  edition  ^at  was 

fiuisbed 


fifiOftbed  k  158S1  biit  oot  made  pubtic  bdGaie  159^ 
mfier  it  had  uader^^e  a  careful  revisal.  Sixtus  V.  pro- 
oooDced  it,  wijl^  tbe  clause,  apostolica  nobis  a  domino 
tradita  auctoritate,  to  be  tbe  autbentic  Vulgate,  that  was 
the  otyect  of  mquiry  ia  the  council  of  Trent,  wfaich  he 
styies  '  perpetiio  valiturftia  coastitutioaem.'  But  bis  suc- 
oessore  were  of  a  different  opinion,  and  Clement  VIII. 
piiUiahed  another  authaatic  Vul^te,  that  diiSSars  more 
than  any  other  edition  from  that  of  Sixtua  V.  and  mostly 
ma^BBbies  that  oi  Louvain.  But  in  order  to  pieserve  the 
]0&llibility  of  the  sovereJ§a'pontifl^  it  was  pretended  that 
all  this  was  done  in  oonsequcyioe  of  an  order  given  by 
SiKtus  V.  with  a  view  of  correcting  the  errors  of  the 
press,  that  he  bad  «tbcowerad  in  bis  edition.  Yet  it  stitt 
wnains  a  flaw  in  Ihe  Papal  character,  of  which  Protes- 
tants have  taken  advantage  in  a  manner  that  sensiUy 
aifeets  the  Chardi  of  Rome ;  especially  James  in  his 
Beliam  ipap^e,  sive  ooooordia  discors  Sixti  V.  et  Cle<- 
mcatio  VIII.  Londiai  1 6po,  and  in  bis  Treatise  on  the 
Ompuption  of  Scripture,  Ac  1 61 1.  But  perhaps  the  Pope 
has  been  treated  uqjostly,  lor  evieiy  legidaJive  power^ 
whether  tes^poral  or  spiritual,  may  declare  a  law  in  per* 
lietuum  valitum,  that  is^  a  law  that  shall  remain  in 
iiaroe,  (ill  repealed  by  the  power  that  made  it.  Moses 
has  applied  to  his  laws  the  same  or  similar  expressions^ 
far  instance  Q^  Jifint  yet  the  law  of  Moses  was  transi- 
tory, and  abolished  by  Christ  As  Simon  has  given  a 
Ml  account  of  these  editions  in  the  1 1^^  chapter,  I  fie-- 
fer  my  Headers  to  Iw  critical  history,  and  at  tbs  same 
time  request  them  to  compare  Baumgarten's  Descriptioa 
ef  remarkable  books*.  ^  Vol.  III.  p.  1 7*^34- 
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In  what  manner  the  Vulgate  is  regnrded  by  Papist9 

and  Protestants. 

TPHE  Church  of  Rome,  and  the  Protestant  Church, 

consider  this  Vulgate  in  a  very  different  light.     By 

soaie    it  is   extolled   too   highly,    by    others   nnjustly 

depreciated. 


1^8  Ancient  Versions  of  the  N.  71     chap.  viiJ 

depreciated  9  who  speak  with  contempt  of  ah  ancient  and 
excellent  version,  upon  the  emendations  and  editions  of 
which  so  great  care  and  pains  have  been  bestowed.  Few 
have  preserved  a  proper  medium. 

The  Church  of  Rome  is  obliged  to  treat  this  version  with 
the  utmost  veneration,  since  the  council  of  Trent  in  the 
sixth  session  declared  the  same  to  be  authentic,  and  to  be 
used  whenever  the  Bible  is  publicly  read,  and  in  all  dispu- 
tations, sermons,  and  expositions.  The  words  are  some- 
what ambjguous,  and  in  the  Latin  are  as  follows  : 
insuper  eadem  sacrosancta  synodus  considerans,  non 
parum  utilitatis  accedere  posse  ecclesiee  Dei,  si  ex  omni- 
bus latinis  editionibus,  quae  circumferuntur  sacrorum 
iibrorum,  quasnam  pro  authentica  habenda  sit,  inno- 
tescat,  statuit  et  declarat  ut  haec  ipsa  vetus  et  vulgata 
editio,  quse  longo  tot  seculorum  usu  in  ecclesia  probata 
est,  in  publicis  lectionibus,  disputationibus,  prsedicatio- 
nibus,  et  expositionibus  pro  authentica  habeatur,  et  ut 
nemo  illam  rejicere  quovis  praitextu  audeat  vel  praesu- 
mat.  Hence  several  bigoted  Divines  of  that  Church, 
conclude  that  the  Vulgate  is  absolutely  free  from  error, 
and  that  no  one  is  at  liberty  to  vary  from  it  in  a  transla- 
tion or  exposition.  But  the  more  sensible  part  is  of  a 
different  opinion,  and  interpret  the  words  in  a  moderate 
sense.  According  to  their  explanation,  "  authentic  " 
signifies  not  "  infaHible,"  but  "  legal,"  and  the  Council 
has  not  declared  this  version  to  be  authentic  in  all  cases, 
but  only  in  public  readings,  disputations,  sermons,  and 
expositions,  that  is,  no  other  versiofi  «hall  be  read  in'  the 
church ;  and  as  the  Council*  observed  in  it  no  errors, 
which  might  lead  to  other  doctrines  of  faith,  that  doctriae* 
is  pronounced  to  be  proved,  which  can  be  proved  from 
the  Vulgate,  and  no  one  is  ^^ermitted  to  deliver  from 
the  pulpit  an  exposition,  that  is  not  found  in  this  version. 
The  words  being  thus  explained,  the  council  of  Trent 
did  no  more  than  every  church  has  a  right  to  do,  with 
respect  to  a  translation  that  contains  no  errors  of  faith ; 
and  the  Church  of  Rome  is  the  more  to  be  justified,  as 
it  has  given  the  preference  to  a  version  of  the  highest 

antiquity.' 


$£CT.  XXX.       Ancient  Fersiom  of  the  N.  T.  129 

antiquity.  However,  I  confess  that  there  is  an  ambiguity 
not  only  in  the  word  authentica,  but  also  in  the  word 
publicis,  whether  it  is^  to  be  taken  with  lectionibus 
alone,  or  whether  it  equally  belongs  to  disputationibus, 
praedicationibus,  and  expositionibus.  Whoever  is  en- 
giged  in  controversy  with  the  Romish  clergy,  should 
acquaint  himself  thoroughly  with  the  Vulgate,  and  dili-  . 
gently  investigate  the  real  sense  of  its  phrases,  as  the 
surest  aieans  of  discovering  the  truth,  and  confuting  his 
opponents.  In  arguing,  for  instance,  whether  marriage 
be  a  sacrament,  he  must  carefully  examine,  in  what  sense 
sacramentum  is  used  in  the  Vulgate.  But  inquiries  of 
this  natare  demand  more  application,  more  knowledge 
of  Latin  and  of  Christian  antiquity,  and-  a  more  inti- 
mate acquaintance  with  the  fathers,  than  superficial 
readers  imagine. 

Highly  as  the  Vulgate  is  extolled  by  the  church  of 
Rome,  it  has  been  depreciated  beyond  measure  at  the 
beginning  of  the  sixteenth  century  by  several  learned  Pro- 
testants, whose  example  was  followed  by  men  of  inferior 
abilities.  At  the  restoration  of  learning,  when  the  faculty 
of  writing  elegant  Latin  was  the  highest  accomplishment 
of  a  scholar,  tlie  Vulgate  was  regarded  with  contempt  as 
not  written  with  classic  purity.  And  after  the  Greek  ma- 
ooscripts  were  discovered,  their  readings  were  preferred  to 
those  of  the  Latin,  because  the  New  Testament  was  written 
in  Greek,  and  the  Latin  was  only  a  version :  but  it  was 
oot  considered  that4hese  Greek  manuscripts  were  modern  ,^ 
h  conftparison  of  those  originals  from  which  the  Latin 
was  taken ;  nor  was.  it  known  ^t  that  time,  that  the  more 
ancxQt  the  Greek  manuscripts  and  the  other  vei*sions 
were,  die  closer  was  their  agreement  with  the  Vulgate. 
This  has  been  clearly  evinced  by  Simon,  who  made  it 
a  particular  object  of  his  attention  in  his  Hist.  Grit,  du 
Texte  et  des  Versions  du  N.  T.  and  has  pointed  out  the 
zeal  merits  of  the  Latin  version.  Our  ablest  critics,  such  as 
Mill  and  Bengel,  have  been  induced  by  this  treatise  to  aban- 
don the  opinion  of  their  predecessors,  and  have  ascribed  to 
the  Vulgate  a  value  perhaps  greater  than  it  deserves. 

Vol,  II.  I 
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SECT.    XXXI. 

General  remarks  on  the  Gothic  version  of  Utphilas. 

A  FT£R  altering  my  opinioD  more  than  once  upos 
this  subjecti  I  am  at  present  persuaded  that  the  ver- 
sion published  under  the  name  of  the  Gothic,  is  really 
a  Gothic,  and  not  a  Frankbh  version.   Those  who  would 
prosecute  this  inquiry  further  than  the  limits  of  this  in- 
troduction allow,  may  have  recourse  to  the  prefaces  and 
treatises  of  Marshall,  Benzel,  Lye,  and  Knittel  in  their 
respective  editions  of  the  Gothic  version:  to  HeupeFs 
Diss,  de  vers.  Gothica  iv.  evangelistarum,  Wittenberg 
1693 :  Le  Long  Bibliotiieca  sacra  T.  I.  p.  371.    The- 
saurus epist.  La  Croz.  T.  III.  p.  78.  and  Chamberlayne's 
Oratio  dominica  in  diversas  omnium  fere  gentium  lin- 
Euas  versa,  p.  125 — 149,  where  the  epistie  of  La  Cro2S6 
is  reprinted :  Wachter  de  lingua  codicis  argentei,  a  very 
learned  essay  printed  in  the  second  continuation  of  the 
Miscellanea  Berolinensia,  p.  40 — 47 :  and  ^o  the  follow- 
ing works  of  Ihre,  De  lingua  codicis  argentei,  Upsal 
1754.     Ulphilas  illustratus  1752 — 1755*  and  Specimen 
glossarii  Ulphilani  1 753.   It  is  not  my  design  to  mentioQ 
every  author,  who  has  written  on  thu  subject,  but  only 
those  from  whom  I  have  derived  instruction,  to  whom 
those  readers  may  refer,  who  wish  to  have  more  ample 
information,  than  what  is  contained  in  the  short  extracts, 
that  will  be  ^ven.in  this  and  the  following  sections. 

The  Goths,  to  whom  the  present  subject  relates,  were 
not  only  a  race  distinct  from  the  Goths  of  Sweden,  but 
derived  not  even  their  ori^n  from  that  country.  Their 
ancient  habitation  was  to  the  east  of  the  Borysthenes  ; 
but  wandering  gradually  westward  towards  tiie  provinces 
of  the  Roman  empire,  they  at  last  settied  in  Wallachia^ 
It  was  during  their  residence  in  that  country  that  they 
received  a  translation  of  the  Bible  in  their  native  lan«- 
guage,  from  their  celebrated  Bishop  Ulphilas,  whoae 
name  is  variously  written  by  the  Greek  and  Roman  authors 

Vulphila% 
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Vulphila*,  Urpbtla,  Gilphula,  8cc.  and  who  invented 
tiie  Gothic  alphabet,  or  rather  composed  it  in  imitation 
of  the  Greek.  He  translated  the  Old  Testament  as  well 
IS  the  New,  without  the  exception  of  any  single  book, 
for  though  Philostorgius '  asserts  that  Ulphilas  omitted 
the  Book  of  Kings,  from  an  apprehension  that  the  martial 
spirit  of  his  nation  might  be  roused  by  the  relation  of 
the  Jewkh  wars,  yet  this  opinion  has  been  confuted  by 
KoiUel  ia  his  learned  commentary  ^. 

The  author  of  this  version,  who  has  had  the  good 
Ibitiiiie  eajoyed  by  few  ancient  translators  of  the  Bible, 
to  have  his  name  transmitted  to  posterity,  was  by  birth 
a  Cafipadocian,  and  lived  in  the  middle  of  the  fourth 
obMitj.  Philostorgius  places  him  in  the  reign  of  Con* 
fltaotiae  the  Great,  who  is  said  to  have  held  him  in  great 
veneration,  and  to  have  called  him  the  Moses  of  bis 
time.  But  this  was  a  qnistake  in  Philostorgius,  because 
it  is  certain  from  the  accounts  of  Socrates,  Sozomen, 
and  Tbeodoret,  that  Ulphilas  lived  in  the  time  of  Valens 
nd  Valentiniao,  and  was  even  employed  by  his  coun- 
Crynen  in  an  embassy  that  took  place  in  378.  His  life 
is  best  <lescribed  by  Archbishop  Beflzel  in  the  preface  to 
fais  edition  of  Ulphilas  ^. 

Ecclesiastical  writers  have  ranked  him  among  the 
Arians,  and  have  observed,  what  appears  to  be  no  very 
pertinent  remark,  that  the  Arian  doctrines  have  bad  no 
iafloeDce  on  his  version  of  the  Bible.  It  is  said  that  the 
crtfiodox  of  antiquity  have  never  represented  the  Gothic 
Bible  as  spurious,  and  that  in  those  |>arts  of  it  which  are 
eKtant,  no  traces  can  be  discovered  of  a  corruption  in 
€avoor  of  the  opinions  of  Arius.  This  observation  might 
be  of  importance  if  the  Arians  had  the  same'  temptation 
to  alter  passages  of  scripture  as  the  Socinians,  or  if  among 
Che  fragnients  of  the  Gothic  version,  those  passages  were 
still  extant  that  contain  the  chief  arguments  for  Christ's 
dmoity.  An  Arian,  who  believes  the  Son  of  God  not 
01^  to  have  existed  before  all  created  beings^^  but  that 
he  was  the  creator  himself,  could  be  under  no  necessity 
of  altering  even  tbe  first  chapter  of  St  John's  Gospel, 

becaust 
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because  the  whole  controversy  depends,  not  s0  much  on 
the  words  tbeoiselves,  as  on  the  mode  of  explaining 
them.  But  the  five  first  chapters  of  this  Gospel  are  no 
longer  extant,  and  in  the  few  fragments  of  the  epistle 
to  the  Romans,  the  principal  passage^  ch.  ix.  5.  the  only 
text  which  can  create  difficulty  to  an  Arian,  is  wanting. 
It  appears  therefore  extraordinary,  that  Knittel  should 
make  use  of  this  argument'  as  a  proof  that  our  present 
version  is  really  the  Gothic  of  Ulphilas,  and  not  another 
ancient  German  translation,  when  in  the  few  fragments 
that  remain,  there  is  hardly  a  passage  where  an  opportu- 
nity for  corruption  could  have  taken  place. 

An  account  of  the  testimonies  which  the  ancients  have 
given  of  the  Gothic  version,  may  be  seen  in  the  254**" 
section  of  Knittel's  treatise ;  I  shall  therefore  only  ob- 
serve that  it  appears  from  the  Martyrology  of  Nicetas, 
preserved  by  Simeon  Metaphrastes  ^  that  the  version  was 
made  immediately  from  the  Greek.  It  is  necessary  to 
make  this  observation,  because  later  writers  have  doubted, 
whether  it  was  not  taken  from  the  Latin.  But,  in- 
dependent of  this  evidence,  it  would  be  natural  to  con- 
clude that  a  native  Cappadocian,  who  was  Bishop  of  a 
nation  in  the  neighbourhood  of  Constantinople,  and  mis 
sent  ambassador  to  the  Greek  emperor,  would  translate 
from  the  original  Greeks  with  which  he  was  much  better 
acquainted,  than  with  the  Latin  version. 

There  is  a  passage  of  importance  on  this  subject, 
which  has  escaped  the  notice  of  the  writers  mentioned  in 
the  beginning  of  this  section.  It  is  found  in  very  bar- 
barous Latiu,  at  the  end  of  a  manuscript  preserved  at 
Brescia,  containing  the  old  Latin  version  of  the  four  Gos- 
pels, and  quoted  by  Btanchini  in  the  Prolegomena  to 
the  iirst  volume  of  his  £vangeliarium  quadruplex.  p.H. 
sed  ut  dixi,  quse  ipse  a  vero  propheta  suscepta  vobis 
tradidi,  prowsequiniini,  et  si  minus  plenac  adsertionis  ease 
videbuntur,  et  ideo  ne  in  interpretationibus  Jinguaruin, 
secundum  quse   in   interiora  libri  ostenduntur,  •  legenii 

videatur. 

'  Caret  Codex  Argeiiteus  onmi  Arianorum  corruptiode.  P<inis  est 
ct  hac  labe  Carolinus  Codex  noster.  §  265. . 
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videatur.  Aliud  in  Grasca  lingua,  aliud  in  Latina  vel 
Gotbicsy  designata  esse  conscripta,  illud  advertat  quis, 
quod  si  pro  disciplina  lingua  discrepationem  ostendit, 
ad  unam  tainen  inteirtionem  concurrit  Though  this 
passage  is  not  very  intelligible,  yet  so  much  may  be 
gathered  from  it,  that  the  Gothic  version  was  known  in 
Italy,  and .  that  a  distinction  was  made  between  it  and 
the  Latin  version.  It  is  explained  at  length  by  Semler 
in  his  essay  on  the  Gothic  version^  who  considered  it 
as  a  preface  to  a  collation  vf  the  Gothic  text  with  the 
Greek  and  Latin. 


SECT.    XXX IL 


Of  the  Jragments  that  have  been  hitherto  discovered  of 

the  Gothic  Bible. 

TV^  h&^6  only  a  few  remains  of  this,  in  many  re- 
spects, important  version.  The  principal  of  these 
are  contained  in  the  famous  Codex  Argenteus,  which 
has  the  four  Gospels,  though  not  without  considerable 
chasms.  It  is  written  on  vellum,  and  has  received  the 
name  of  argenteus  from  its  silver  letters,  but  the  initials 
are  golden.  The  deep  impression  of  the  strokes  makes 
it  probable  that  the  letters  were  either  imprinted  with 
a  warm  iron^  or  cut  with  a  graver  and  afterwards 
coloured.  This  deep  impression  has  been  of  use  in  dis- 
covering the  letters,  where  the  colour  is  faded.  The 
alphabet  is  such  as  might  be  expected  from  Ulphilas, 
perfectly  similar  to  no  known  alphabet,  but  a  manifest 
composition  of  the  Greek  and  Latin.  When  this  book 
was  first  discovered,  it  was  bound  very  irregularly,  but 
Junius  reduced  it  to  the  order  in  which  it  is  found  at 
present  Some  of  the  zealous  advocates  for  this  manu- 
,script  have  maintained,  tliat  it  is  the  very  copy,  which 
Ulpbilas  wrote  with  bis  own  hand.  Now  it  is  not  only 
very  improbable,  that  the  only  copy  which  is  now  extant 
should  be  precisely  the  original,  but  Hire  has  discovered 

13  several 
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several  various  readings  in  the  inargifi,  a  drcunastaiice 
which  clearly  shews  it  lo  have  been  written  at  a  time 
when  several  transcripts  had  been  already  made. 

We  have  no  knowledge  of  this  important  mfaiuscri|)t 
prior  to  the  discovery  of  it  in  the  Abbey  of  Werden  in 
Westphalia,  whence  H  was  brought  to  Prague*  and  tliere 
fell  into  the  hands  of  the  Swedes,  wlio  sent  it  to  Sweden. 
After  lying  some  time  in  the  library  of  Queen  Christina, 
it  suddenly  disappeared,  without  any  one's  being  aUe  to 
account  for  the  loss,  and  was  again  brought  to  light  in 
the  Netherlands.  Some  have  supposed  that  Isaac 
Vossius  received  it  as  a  present  from  the  Queen,  others 
that  he  brought  it  away  by  stealth,  but  Magnus  Gabriel 
de  la  Gardie,  repurchased  it  for  600  dollars,  and  pre- 
sented it  to  the  University  of  Upsal,  where  it  remains 
at  present. 

This  part  of  the  Gothic  version  has  been  four  times 
printed.  The  title  of  the  first  edition  is  Quatuor  T. 
K.  Jesu  Christi  evangeliorum  versiones  peranliquae  d\]», 
Gothica  scilicet  et  Anglosaxonica :  quarum  iiiam  ex 
celeberrimo  codice  argenteo  mine  primum  deprompsit 
Franc.  Junius,  banc  autem  ex  codicibus  nmnuscriptis 
coliatis  emendatius  recudi  curavit  Thomas  MareshaliuSy 
Anglus,  cujus  etiam  observationes  in  utramque  vera* 
onem  subnectuntur.  Accessit  et  Glossarium  Gothicum, 
cui  prsemittitur  alphabetum  Gotbicum,  Runicum,  &c. 
opera  ejusdem  Fr.  Junii.  Dordrecbti  1665.  This  edition 
is  printed  in  Gothic  letters,  or  such  as  are  found  in  the 
Codex  Argenteus,  and  was  reprinted  at  Amsterdam  in 
1684.  But  another  edition  was  printed  in  Latin  letters 
in  1671  at  Stockholm,  accompanied  with  the  Islandish^ 
the  Swedish,  and  the  Latin  Vulgate. 

In  these  three  editions,  of  which  the  two  latter  were 
taken  from  the  former,  were  many  inaccuracies  that 
arose  from  the  difficulty  of  decyphering  the  letters,  many 
of  which  were  illegible  in  consequence  of  the  colours 
being  faded,  while  oUiers  were  rendered  obscure  by  the 
deep  impression  of  the  letters  in  the'  front  of  the  lead 
To  remove  these  difficulties^  a  critic  was  necessary,  who 
4  with. 
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with  very  good  eyes  united  both  a  knowledge  of  the  lan*- 
ft^Mge^  aod  leisure  and  industry  for  the  undertaking.  The 
Sir^ish  Archbishop  Benzel,  who  was  Head  Librarian  at 
Upsaly  devoted  whole  years  to  the  study  of  .the  Codex 
A^Dteus,  but  after  having  taken  a  fresh  copy,  written 
a  Duin  translarioDi  and  prepared  the  whole  lor  the  press, 
die  world  was  deprived  of  this  excellent  man,  who  died 
in  1 743  &t  the  time  that  he  intended  to  publish  his  new 
edition.  However  the  task  was  finished  by  Lye,  who 
prefixed  a  short  but  excellent  preface,  and  likewise  a 
Gothic  grammar,  as  appears  from  the  followkig  title, 
Sacrorum  evaogeliorum  versio  Gotbica,  ex  codice  ar- 
genleo  emendata  atque  suppleta,  cum  interpretatione 
kydna  et  annotadonibus  Erici  Bmzelii,?  non  ita  pridem 
arcbiepiscopi  Upsaliensis.  Edidit,  observationes.  suas 
adfedt,  et  grammaticam  Gothicam  preemisit  Edwardus 
Lye  A.  M.  Oxonii  e  typographeo  Clarendoniano,  1750« 
In  this  edition,  which  is  printed  with  Gothic  letters,  the 
errors  of  the  preceding  are  corrected,  and  many  of  the 
farious  readings,  with  which  the  Gothic  version  furnishes 
the  Greek  Testament,  are  remarked  in  the  notes. 

This  is  the  best  edition  hitherto  published,  but  it 
has  appeared,  from  a  later  and  still  more  accurate 
examination  of  the  original  manuscript,  that  many  errons 
itiU  remain  to  be  corrected.  The  learned  Ihre  published 
ia  1752  and  1755,  two  small  essays  that  bear  the  tide 
of  Ulphilas  illustratus,  in  which  the  erroneous  passages 
of  ail  four  editions  are  correcdy  printed  in  Latin  letters, 
accompanied  with  a  Latin  translation  'and  notes.  Future 
cndcSy  therefore,  who  would  correct  the  mistakes  in 
Ae  various  readings  collected  from  the  Gothic  version 
byAfiUy  Bengel,  and  Wetstein,  and  supply  what  they 
liave  omitted,  mast  to  Lye's  edition  join  the  Ulphilas 
iiiMtratas  of  Ihre,  who  has  discovered  not  less  than  56 
haks  10  the  Gospels  only  of  St  Matthew  and  St.  Mark, 
It  is  true,  that  many  have  no  influence  on  the  readings 
of  the  Greek  text :  yet  on  a  comparison  of  the  extracts 
iMule  by  Wetstein  with  the  Ulphihis  illustratus,  I  have 
coneded  the  fiiUowing  passages,   Luke  i  ag.    ii.  4* 

1 4  ▼•34. 
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V.  34.  vi.  12,  20.  vii.  6.  20.  40.  viii.  2.  24,  30.  37.47. 
ix.  3.  38..41.  50.  XV.  31.  xvii.  9. 36.  and  several  others. 
The  above  mentioned  works  of  Ihre,  which  are.  difficult 
to  be  procured  out  of  Sweden,  have  been  published  by 
£iisching  in  1773  under  the  following  tide,  Johannis  ab 
Ihre  scripta  versionem  Ulphiianam  et  Msesogothicam 
iliustrantia  ab  ipso  auctore  emendata,  novisque  access!- 
onibus  aucta. 

In  the  year  1763  was  pul^lbhed  another  fragment  of 
Ulphilas,    taken    from    the   Codex    Carolinus   in  the 
library  of  Wolfenbiittel.     In  this  library  is  preserved  an 
ancient  manuscript,  written  in  the  8*^  or  9**"  century, 
of  the  Origenes  Isidori  Hispalensis,  a  part  of  which  is 
written  oh  vellum,  on  which  part  had  been  written  the 
version  of  Ulphilas  in  Gothic  characters,  accompanied 
with  an  old  Latin  version  in  a  parallel  column.  Through 
ignorance  of  its  value,  the  vellum  leaves  had  been  gra<- 
dually  torn  out  to  serve  for  coverings  to  other  books, 
but  it  was  fortunately  discovered  by  Knittel  before  the 
whole   was  destroj'ed,  who  with  very  great  difficulty 
decyphered  the  Gothic  and  the  .Latin,  which  he  published 
^vitb  very  learned  notes  and  essays  under  the  following 
title,  Ulphilae  versionem  Gothicam  nonnullorum  capi- 
turn  epistolae  Pauli  ad    Romanos^— -ex  litura  codicis 
cujusdam  manuscripti  rescript!,    qui  in  Augusta  apud 
Guelpherbytanos  bibliotheca  adservatur,  una  cUm  variis 
variae   literaturse  monumentis  hujusque  ineditis,    emit, 
commentatus  est,  datque  foras  Franc.  Anton.  KnitteL 
It  contains  only  the  few  following  passages,  Rom.  xi. 
33 — 36.  xii.  1—5.17 — 21.  xiii..i — 5.  xiv.  9 — 20.  xv. 
3 — 1 3  '-    yet  he  has  collected  from   them   39  various 
readings  to  the  Greek  Testament,  of  which  one  third 
however  may  be  referred  mther  to  the  idiom   of    the 
Gothic  dialect,  than  to  a  variation  in  the  text;  of  the 
Greek  manuscript  from  which  the  version  was  made. 
The  Latin  translation,  which  occupies' the  first  column, 
appears  to  have  been  made  in  the  sixth  century  in. Italy, 
a  circumstance  which  will  remind  the  reader  of  an  ob* 
servation  which  I  made  above,  respecting  the  us6.of  the 
.  Gothic  version  in  that  country. 

Of 
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'  Of  this  fragment  Ihre  published  a  new  and  very  im- 
portant edition  that  bears  the  following  title,  Fragmenta 
versionis  \Ilphilanffi  continentia  particulas  aliquot  epis- 
tote  ad  Roinanos  baud  pridem  ex  codice  rescripto  biblio* 
tbecse  Guelpherbttanae  a  Franc.  Ant  Khittel  edita,  nunc 
cum  aliquot  annotationibus  typis  reddita  a  Jobanne 
Ihre.  Accedunt  duas  dissertationes  ad  pbilologiam 
Mssogotbicam  spectantes.  Upsalias  1763.  This  pub- 
licatioD  should  be  in  the  hands  of  every  critic,  who  would 
boild  on  a  solid  foundation. 


■^—        ■!■■«■» 
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Of  the  langiutge  of  this  version^  and  whether  it  should  be 

calkd  Gothic  or  Prankish. 

T  HAVE  taken  for  granted  in  the  two  last  sections,  that 
the  version  published  under  the  name  of  the  Gothic, 
is  really  such,  and  to  be  attributed  to  Ulpbilas,  though 
it  is  a  subject  on  which  the  learned  have  been  much 
divided.     It  must  however  be  remarked,  that  those  who 
have    been   most  eminently  distinguished  for   Gothic 
literature,  and  have  devoted  the  greatest  attention  to  the 
Codex  Argenteus,  as  Marishall,  Junius,  Wachter ',  Ben- 
zel.  Lye,  Ihre  %  and  Knittel,  are  unanimously  of  opinion 
that  the  version  is  Gothic.     On  the  other  hand,  there 
have  not  been  wanting  men  of  profound  learning,  who 
have  supposed  it  to  have  been  written  within  the  limits  of 
Gennany,  and  have  taken  it  in  particular  for  a  Fsankish 
vosion :    but  we  must  allow,  that  these  have  been  in 
general  more  distinguished  for  their  knowledge  of  other 
lai^uages  than  the  Gothic,  and  that  they  have  not  im- 
mediately applied  to  the  study  of  the  Codex  Argenteus, 
with  the  same  industry,  as  those  whom  I  have  iqqn- 
tiooed  above. 

It 

*  In  tbe  Miscellanea  Berolinensia.  Contin*  I.  p.  40-^47. 

f  lu  his  Dissviatio  de  lidgua  Codicis  Argtniei,  publislied  in  1754. 


138  Ancient  Vermm  t^ibt  N.  T.      chap.  tii. 

It  is  sMci  that  Hickes  was  die  first  who  doubted  whe- 
ther the  Codex  Argenteus  were  Gothic.  Amas  Magnms 
in  a  letter  to  Bassewitz,  published  in  Lye's  preface,  p.  7. 
has  likewise  expressed  some  doubts  on  this  subject :  but 
in  fact  his  opinion  amocorts.  only  to  tbb,  that  the  laa^ 
guage  of  the  Codex  Argenteus  more  nearly  resembles 
the  German  than  the  Swedish,  and  therefore  that  it  was 
more  probably  written  by  some  German  tribe,  than  by 
a  race  of  Goths  that  might  have  come  from  Sweden. 
La  Croze  in  the  above-mentioned  letter  to  Cbanibcr- 
layne  goes  still  further,  and  maintains  it  to  be  a  Prankish 
version,  which  he  supports  with  so  many  specious  argu- 
ments, that  many  of  the  learned,  among  others  Bayer  % 
have  subscribed  to  this  opinion.  Wetstein  in  his  Pro- 
legomena expresses  the  same  sentiments,  and  Mosheim 
thought  to  have  discovered  a  new  argument  in  its  ftivour 
which  he  communicated  to  me  in  conversation,  and  in- 
tended to  have  delivered  at  large  in  the  Relationes  de 
lilnis  novis,  in  reviewing  Lye  s  edition  of  Ulphilas.  But 
as  that  recension  never  took  place,  I  will  quote  the  argu- 
ment in  a  following  section,  that  it  may  not  be  lost  to  the 
world,  though  I  am  at  present  persuaded,  that  the  whole 
opinion  is  ungrounded. 

A  decision  in  this  controversy  is  the  more  difficult,  as 
beside  the  fragments,  which  are  the  subject  of  dispute, 
D9  books  are  extant  that  were  written  in  the  language 
of  those  Goths,  who  wandered  from  the  banks  of  the 
Borysthenes  to  Italy  and  Spain.  And  what  has  greatly 
contributed  to  perplex  the  arguments  is  the  commonly 
received  opinion,  that  this  nation  was  an  offspring  of  the 
Goths  of  Scandinavia,  whence  a  too  great  similarity  has 
been  expected  between  their  language,  and  those  whidi 
are  spoken  in  Sweden,  Denmark,  Norway,  and  Iceland. 
In  fact  the  language  of  the  Codex  Argenteus  occupies  a 
middle  rank  between  thoae  and  the  German,  and  ap- 
proaches the  nearest  to  the  coarse  dialect  which  is  spoken 
by  our  peasants  in  Thuringen.  But  as  the  Northern 
languages  in  general  have  an  uniformity  of  character, 

the 
^  Thfsaiinis  epistolicot  La  Croiaaiiii,  Tom.  I.  p.  49.  Tom.  U^  p.  ftS  i. 
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the  learned  have  decided  in  favour  of  a  Gothic  or 
Frankish  version,  as  they  happened  to  discover  in  the 
Codtx  Argenteus  a  resemblance  to  the  Scandinavian, 
or  the  present  German  ^ 

Alagnsus,  who  determined  in  favour  of  the  latter,  has 
been  refuted  in  several  instances  by  Benzel,  but  in  many 
others,  as  far  as  I  am  able  to  judge,  he  was  not  mistaken. 
The  Codex  Argenteus,  as  he  observes,  has  an  article  like 
the  German,  whereas  the  Scandinavian  languages  ex-^ 
press  it  by  a  termination  \  This  appears  to  be  a  solid 
argument,  notwithstanding  it  is  supposed  by  Benzel 
tb^  the  German  bad  formerly  no  article,  and  that  they 
borrowed  it  from,  the  Greeks,  though  their  article  is  very 
unlike  the  German,  and  that  of  the  Codex  Argenteus. 
Aootfaer  proofs  which  is  given  by  Magnteus,  is  the  Ibr^^ 
maCion  of  the  participle,  and  of  several  substantives  by 
prefixing  the  syllable  gOy  exactly  in  the  same  manner  as 
the  Germans  prefix  ge.  But  on  the  other  hand  the  par- 
ticiple is  frequently  formed  in  the  Codex  Argenteus 
witboat  any  prefix,  and  in  those  cases  it  resembles  the 
Scandinavian'.  To  the  arguments  of  Magnaeus  I  will 
add  the  following,  that  in  the  Codex  Argenteus  infini- 
tives are  frequently  formed  by  prefixing  ga^  as  galaikan, 
gilairan,  which  corresponds  to  the  Thuringian  idiom,  in 
vldch  the  peasants  for  weichen,  say  gewicha,  or  gewichen, 
and  in  Otfried  gilesin  is  used  for  lesen^  But  I  will 
laifaer  leave  this  enquiry  to  those  tvho  have  made  a  par- 
ticular study  of  the  ancient  German,  and  will  only  add, 
that  many  words  of  the  Codex  Argenteus  are  used  in 
Sweden  and  Denmark,  but  not  in  Germany  ^. 

Yet  after  all,  if  the  greatest  afiinity  subsisted  between 
the  language  of  the  Codex  Argenteus  and  that  of  the 
Germans,  it  would  afford  no  argument  that  Ulphilas 
Witt  not  the  author.  For  who  will  undertake  to  prove 
thai  the  Goths  of  the  Borysthenes  spake  the  same 
language  as  the  Goths  of  Sweden,  or  even  that  their 
dialecl  approached  nearer  to  it,  than  to  the  language  of 
the  ancient  Germans  ?  No  reason  can  be  assigned  for 
supposing  tbem  to  be  a  tribe,  which  came  from  the  north 

of 
^  See  Ihre  de  lingaa  Codi  arg.  $  34,  as. 
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of  the  Baltic :  their  original  habitation  was  the  northern 
boundary  of  the  Euxine,  and  .being  either  common 
ancestors  or  brethren  of  the  Germans  and  Swedes^  their 
language  must  have  a  resemblance  to  that  of  both 
nations^  and  might  possibly  be  more  similar  to  the  for- 
mer- High  German,  FrankisH,  Low  Saxon,  Anglo- 
saxon,  Swedish,  Danish,  Islandish,  are  only  dialects  of 
the  same  ancient  language,  which  in  the  course  of  ages 
have  gradually  deviated  from  each  other.  The  higher 
we  ascend,  the  greater  is  their  resemblance,  and  as  the 
language  of  the  Codex  Argenteus  occupies  as  it  were  & 
middle  rank,  it  affords  a  very  strdng  presumption  of  its 
being  that  of  the  Goths  of  Maesia,  and  written  in  an  f^e 
before  the  tree  had  spread  itself  into  so  many  branches. 
See  Ihre  de  lingua  cod.  arg.  sect  21. 
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Arguments  by  which  the  Codex  Argenteus^  and  Caralwus 

are  proved  to  be  Gothic. 

AS  beside  these  manuscripts  no  ancient  fragments  are 
extant,  either  of  the  Gotliic  or  the  Fmnkish  dia- 
lect, with  which  they  might  be  compared,  the  decision 
of  this  question  would  be  attended  with  great  difficulty, 
had  not  the  diligence  and  penetration  of  several  learned 
criticss  especially  Wachter,  Ihre,  and  Knittel,  without 
the  aid.  of  other  ancient  writings  in  those  dialects,  disco- 
vered arguments,  which  determine  in  favour  of  the  for- 
mer. It  is  true,  that  not  all  are  perfectly  convincing, 
and  Knittel  in  particular  has  produced  them  in  such 
numbers,  that  many  are  unavoidably  weak,  and  diminish 
the  force  of  evidence,  which  he  intended  to  augment. 
But  the  following,  which  I  have  selected  from  the  rest, 
seem  very  satisfactory,  and  I  shall  be  the  less  accused  of 
partiality  qn  this  subject,  as  I  formerly  maintained  an 
opposite  opinion.  At  the  end  of  each  argument  I  will 
refer  to  the  author  from  which  it  is  taken. 

1.  It 
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1.  It  is  certain  from  the  testimony  of  the  ancients 
that  a  Gothic  version  actually  existed,  whereas  not  only 
DO  accounts  are  on  record  of  the  existence  of  an  ancient 
version  in  Germany,  (I  mean  in  prose,  for  a  metrical 
version  has  najeference  to  this  question)  but  it  appears 
from  the  expressions  which  are  used  by  Otfried,  that  no 
one  in  this  country .  had  attempted  to  translate  the  Bible 
before  bis  time.  Consequently,  it  is  more  rational  to 
suppose,  that  an  ancient  version  composed  in  a  dialect 
of  the  German .  language,  taken  in  its  most  extensive 
sense,  is  Gothic,  and  not  Prankish,  or  German  taken  in 
the  more  confined  sense  of  the  word.  Ihre,  ^  3.  Knittel, 
§281.  ; 

2.  We  have  likewise  historical  evidence  that  Ulphilas 
invented  an  alphabet  for  the  Goths,  which  he  used  in 
bis  version  of  tiie  Bible.  When  we  find  therefore  an 
ancient  German  version  written  in  peculiar  characters, 
one  half  of  which  is  from  the  Greek,  the  other  from  the 
Latin,  it  is  natural  to  ascribe  it  to  the  Xjroths  who  lived 
on  the  borders  of  the  Danube.  For  in  Wallachia,  where 
they  at  that  time  resided,  the  Latin  was  spoken,  and 
their  nearest  ndghbours  were  the  Greeks.  A  mixed  al- 
phabet therefore,  as  found  in  the  Codex  Argenteus,  is 
such  as  might  be  reasonably  expected :  whereas  it  is  in- 
conceivable that  an  alphabet  introduced  into  Germany 
should  have  been  half  Greek,  and  incredible^  had  it  ever 
been  used  in  this  country,  that  no  trace  of  it  should  be 
remaining,  and  that  our  most  ancient  records  should  be 
entirely  (tifierent  from  a  set  of  characters,  that  were  used 
in  a  version  of  the  Bible.  Knittel,  §  258 — 262,  but  he 
seems  to  have  weakened  this  argument  by  carrying  it 
too  far. 

3.  The  language  of  the  Codex  Argenteus  is  distin- 
guished from  that  spoken  in  Germany  by  a  great  variety 
of  words,  of  which  no  trace  can  be  discovered,  even 
among  the  radicals  of  our  language,  and  in  our  most 
ancient,  records.  (Wachter,  p. -45,  46.)  Tliis  circum* 
stance  affords  no  presumption  that  the  language  of  the 
Codex  Argenteus  was.  current  in  Germany  since  the  ages 

of 
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of  Cbristiapity,  but  it  is  well  adapted  to  the  Goths  of 
Mossia  who  had  their  peculiar  expressions,  which  never 
found  their  way  into  this  country,  and  adopted  others 
from  the  oatioos  with  which  they  were  surrounded. 
The  auxiliary  verb,  '  to  have,'  which  b  usual  in  every 
dialect  of  Germany,  and  in  every  language  that  is  de* 
rived  from  the  German,  is  unknown  in  £e  Codex  Ar* 
genteus  ;  which  ag^in  makes  use  of  a  dual,  which  was 
■ever  known  in  the  German ;  for  had  it  ever  existed,  it 
is  impossible  that  all  remembrance  of  it  should  have 
been  totally  lost  \ 

Still  lower  is  the  {»robability  that  the  Codex  Argm-> 
teus  was  a  Prankish  version  in  particular,  because  it 
diflers  more  from  the  old  Prankish  dialect^  than  £rom 
those  used  in  other  parts  of  Germany.  Ihre,  §  xi. 
Knittel,  ^284.  where  the  comparison  is  made  with  the 
greatest  diligence  and  accuracy. 

4.  Some  of  the  words  in  the  Codex  Ai^nteus  that 
fiiil  in  die  German  and  all  the  languages  of  the  North, 
are  still  used  m  the  lesser  Tartary,  the  ancient  seat  of  the 
Goths ;  for  instance,  swiltan  *  ^  to  die,'  from  swalt 
^  death,'  a  word  quoted  by  Busbeck  firom  the  language 
of  the  Crim  Tartars  *.  (Wachter,  p.  43.)  Knittel,  ^  240. 
has  augmented  the  catalogue  of  these  words  so  as  to  m» 
jure  the  cause  which  he  intended  to  support,  for  he  faaar 
produced  several  that  are  likewise  German,  and  furnish 
therefore  no  argument  that  the  ^  Codex  Argenteus  was 
not  written  in  Germany. 

5.  In  the  Codex  Argenteus  many  words  are  adopted 
immediately  from  the  Greek.  Here  I  understand  not 
.such  as  have  been  common  to  the  German  and  the  Greek 
from  the  earliest  ages  of  antiquity,  and  shew  either  an 
original  rdation,  or  original  connection  betwe^i  the  two 
iiations,  but  such  Greek  words,  as  are  found  in  no  other 
German  dialect,  than  that  oi  the  Codex  Argenteus,  and 
have  been  transferred  from  the  Greek  after  the  complete 
formation  of  both  languages :  for  instance,  Atta,  father, 
arrot.  Ams,  the  sbouldcr,  «|um(,  where  even  the  s  is  re- 
tained from  the  Greek  termination.   Spyreidans,  baskets^ 
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nftffih^.  Rfaatizo,  easier,  ffJw.  Maizo,  greater,  fii i^aw. 
Afetassais  (mwoccun^p)  bokoB,  bill  of  divorce.  This  be- 
trays not  a  <fialect  tiiat  was  used  in  Germai^  or  in  the 
North,  but  that  of  a  nation,  that  lived  in  the  neighbour* 
hood  of  the  Greeks.  Even  the  mode  of  expressing  the 
sound  of  ng  in  the  Codex  Argenteus  is  purely  Greek, 
and  never  u^  in  Germany,  where  the  Latin  orti^ography 
has  been  received,  for  Finger  is  written  in  that  manu- 
script Figgr,  as  the  Greeks  would  have  expressed  it  by  a 
double  gamma.    Wachter,  p.  41, 42. 

6.  1^  Cod.  Argent,  has  Slavonian  words,  such  as 
Fan,  a  master,  which  have  never  been  adopted  in  Ger- 
many, and  prove  it  to  have  been  written  in  the  dialect 
ef  a  nation  that  bordered  on  Sarmatia,  not  in  that  of 
the  Franks.     Wachter,  p.  43. 

Hie  same  may  be  said  of  many  Latin  words.  It  is 
true  Aat  the  Germans,  among  whom  the  Franks  are  in- 
cluded, have  borrowed  many  words  from  liie  Latin, 
but  these  are  confined  to  the  language  of  religion,  li- 
terature, arts,  and  sciences,  which  our  ancestors  had 
learnt  from  the  Romans.  The  Cod.  Argent  on  the 
contrary,  has  many  Latin  expressions  of  common  life 
that  were  never  heard  between  the  Rhine  and  the  Oder, 
such  as  Anacumbjan,  to  sit  at  table,  accumbere.  Mi« 
litondans,  soldiers,  militantes^  Wachter,  p.  44.  55. 
Ihre,§  12,  13.  To  which  perhaps  aqha,  water,  might 
be  added,  which  is  found  Luke  vi.  49.  in  the  mai^n: 
but  Ihre  in  his  Giossariuni  Ulphilaoumi  p^  36.  holds  it 
to  be  pure  and  ancient  Gothic  ^ 

This  argument  is  the  more  decisive,  when  we  consider 
that  the  Godis  in  the  time  of  Ulphilas  lived  in  Walla- 
chia,  a  country  in  which  Roman  colonies  had  been  planted, 
and  where  a  corrupt  Latin  is  spoken  at  this  very  day. 
To  this  may  be  added  a  circumstance  hitherto  unno* 
tioed,  that  in  Constantini  Porphyrogenneti  ceremonialis 
auke  Byzantinie,  Vol.  L  p.  222 — 225.  is  produced  a 
number  of  words  which  are  there  called  Gothic,  and  said 
to  be  used  within  the  dominions  of  the  Greek  emperor  ^ 
In  the  list  of  these  Gothic   words  is  a  considerable 

number 
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number  that  are  really  Latin,  whidi  have  gradually  sup- 
planted the.  Gothic,  and  produced  the  preaent  Walla- 
chian.  See  the  Relationes  de  libris  novis,  F.  IV.  p.  405 
— ^408.  where  Gesner  has  explained  the  Latin  words 
which  in  the  Caer.  Byzi*are  termed  Gothic  ^. 

8.  Several  words,  which  ancient  writers  have  quoted 
as  Gothic,  but  which  are  unknown  in  the  German,  have 
been  discovered  by  Knittel,  in  the  Codex  Argenteus, 
and  Carolinus.  The  reader  will  find  them,  §  242 — 252. 
but  not  to  weaken  the  force  of  the  argument  be  should 
pass  over  those  which  are  found  in  other  dialects  of  the 
German,  such  as  Bold,  audax. 

9,  Lye,  in  the  35'^  page  of  his  preface,  has  produced 
an  argument  that  is  entirely  new.     He  found  in  the  In- 
scriptiones  antiquse  of  J.  Baptista  Donius,  published  hf 
Gorius  at  Florence,  in  1731,  p.  496.  the  copy  of  an 
ancient  conveyance  of  an  estate  written  in  bad  Latin, 
and   preserved  at  Arezzo,    to  which  the  original  pro- 
prietor, who  styles  himself  Gudilubus,  had  subjoined 
a  clause  written  in  the  same  language  and  in  the  same 
characters,  as  the  Codex  Argenteus.     Now  the  Goths 
are  the  only  German  tribe,  that  ever  settled  in  this  part 
of  Italy,  whence  he  concludes  (and  he  is  followed  in 
this,  opinion  by    Ihre,  ^  16.)   that   this  language  and 
these  characters  are  Gothic.     For  though  the  Franks 
made  incursions  into  Italy,    it  was  only  in  detached 
campaigns,  and  they  were  never  in  possession  of  landed 
property,  in  such  a  manner  as  to  warrant  a  conjecture 
that  an  ancient  deed  of  conveyance,  written  in  a  dialect 
of  the  Gennan,    is  Prankish.      Of  this    subscriptbn, 
which  is  the  only  remnant  of  a  German  dialect  that  is 
similar  both  in  language  and  letters  to  the  Codex  Ar- 
genteus, and  Carolinus,    Knittel  has  treated  at  large, 
^  219 — 224.     Were  it  possible  to  discover  more  docu« 
ment^  of  this  nature,  which  Lye  supposes  might  be 
ifbund  in  the  libraries  of  Turin,  the  controversy  might 
be  determined  with  still  greater  certainty '. 
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SECT.     XXXV. 

Vonfiitation  of  the  arguments  alleged  to  prove,  that  the 

Coder  Argenteus  is  not  Gothic. 

T    WILL  now  produce  the  arguments,  which  induced 
La  Croze  to  believe  the  Codex  Argenteus  a  Prankish « 
aud  not  a  Gothic  version,  and  subjoin  to  each  a^onfu- 
tatiOD.     They  were  answered  indeed  by  Wilkins,  though 
io  a  very  unsatisfactory  manner,  in  the  preface  to  Cham- 
berlayne's  Oratio   dominica  polyglotta,   but   Ihre  and 
Knittel  have  treated  this  subject  with  great  perspicuity. 
The  answer  given  by  Laurentius  Arnell  I  have  never  seen. 
1 .  '  The  Codex  Argenteus  was  discovered  in  the  abbey 
of  Werden,  in  the  county  of  Mark,  in  Westphalia,  a 
country  never  inhabited   by  the  Goths.      Heiice   the 
place,  at  least,  where  it  was  found,  affords  no  presump- 
tion that  the  version  is  Gotliic,  but  is  rather  in  favour 
of  a  Prankish  version,  because  the  county  of  Mark  was 
a  I>art  of  the  most  ancient  kingdom  of  the  Franks/ 

It  is  consistent  with  justice  to  explain  this  argument, 
not  as  a  proof  that  the  Codex  Argenteus  cannot  be  Go- 
thic, for  La  Croze  meant  only  to  assert,  that  we  cannot 
immediately  infer  from  the  place  of.  its  discovery,  that 
the  version  is  Gothic,  till  other  tokens  of  evidence  are 
iband  in  its  favour  :  and  since  these  tokens  of  evidence 
have  been  actually  found,  the  argument  of  La  Croze  of 
coarse  ceases  to  be  any  objection.     In  fact  no  conclu- 
sioa  whatsoever  can  be  drawn  from  the  place,  where  a 
manuscript  is  discovered,  to  the  language  ia  which  it 
isivntten;  for  even  Oriental  productions  lie  buried  in 
the  libnuries  of  £urope.     But  since  the  discovery  of  the 
Codex  Carolinus,  which  appears  to  have  been  written 
in  Italy,  and  of  the  ancient  conveyance  at  Arezzp,  the 
subscription  of  which,  as  well  as  the  Codex  Carqlinus, 
is  written  in  the  same  language  and  the  same  letters  as 
the  Codex  Argenteus ;  the  argument  of  La  Croze,  if  it 
proves  any  thing,  proves  rather  the  contrary  of  what  he 
inteoded. 
Vol.il  K  ^     Wachter 
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Wacbter  has  accounted  in  a  very  probable  manner  for 
the  appearance  of  the  Gothic  Gospels,  and  especially  so 
magnificent  a  copy  as  the  .Codex  Argenteus,  in  the 
county  of  Mark.  He  is  of  opinion  that  Clodovaeus, 
or  Childebert,  after  a  victory  over  the  Goths,  found  it 
among  other  spoils,  and  brought  it  into  the  country  of 
the  Franks,  and  quotes  for  that  purpose  several  passages 
from  Gregory  of  Tours  ^  one  of  which  is  so  remarkable^ 
that  it  deserved  to  be  transcribed,  Childebertus  inter 
reliquos  thesauros  ministeria  ecclesiarum  pretiosissima 
detulit.  Nam  lx  calices,  xv  patinas,  xx  Evange-r 
liorum  capsas  detulit,  omnia  ex  auro  puro,  ac  gemmis 
pretiosis  ornata.  Sed  non  est  passus  ea  confringi,  cuncta 
enim  ecclesiis  et  basilicis  sanctorum  di^>eQsavit,  ac 
Iradidit  in  ministerium. 

2.  ^  The  letters  of  the  Codex  Argenteus  sxe  very  like 
the  characters  of  the  ancient  Franks,  as  given  m  the  lasl 
edition  of  Mabillon's  Ars  Diplomatica,  Lib.  V.  p.  347. 
it  is  therefore  probably  a  Prankish  version/ 

This  argument  would  have  more  weiglit,  if  the  ire*» 
semblance  were  fouijui  in  all  the  letters ;  but  the  Codex 
Argenteus  has  its  own  peculiar  alphabet  distinct  from 
the  Frankish,  and  no  inference  caa  be  di*awa  from  the 
similarity  of  certain  letters,  for  both  Goths  and  Fraaka 
borrowed  their  letters  from  other  nations ;  those  which 
they  bad  in  common  from  the  Latin  must  of  coui^  be 
alike^  and  this  likeness  might  be  afterwards  increased  by 
the  residence  of  the  Goths  in  Italy.  Ibce,  §7.  Kmtte!, 
§  271,  271^.  But  the  best  answer  to  this  ar^nmenl:  ib.  % 
comparison  o(  the  two  alphabets. 

$.  ^  Ulpbilas  lived  in  Wallachia,  and  had:  oontioual 
intercourse  with  the  Greeks :  it  i^.  therefore  probable 
that  he  wrote  the  Gothic  npt  in  Latin,  but  iB  Gi'eek 
letters.  Yet  in  the  Codex  Argenteus  we  find  the  Latin 
letters  F.  G.  H.  R.  S.  O.  Q.  and  tbe  small  letter  d^ 
with  only  a  bend  of  one  of  the  strokes.  The  Codes 
Argenteus  therefore  is  ^ot  Gothic.' 

I  con»dered  this  argument  as  ve^ .  superficial  even 

when 

*  Lib.  Hit  cap.  lo. 
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wfaen  I  sappotted  the  opibioh  oi  La  Croze  in  general; 
Far  Italian  colonies  had  been  planted  in  Waliacbia ;  the 
Dame  itsdf  is  derived  from  Welsh,  a  natne  which  w& 
sdll  give  to  the  Italians,  and  the  modern  Wallachian  id 
derived  from  the  Latin.  Ulphilas  tbcl^efore  had  it  iii 
Us  power  at  least  to  make  use  of  Latin  letters.  See  the 
leoiarks  in  the  preceding  secdoh,  on  the  iiitelrmitture  of 
the  L^n  and  the  Gothic. 

4-  *  We  are  informed  by  Gregory  of  Tours  •  that  Chil- 
peric,  king  of  the  Franks,  who  reigned  from  the  year 
564  to  587,  introduced  four  letters,  «,  Y,  S,  A,  which 
were  to  express  the  sounds  df  a  long  O,  Ae,  The,  and 
L^oi.  La  Croae  is  of  opinion  that  the  alphabet  into 
which  they  were  introduced  was  the  Frbhkisb,  and  that 
three  a(  tbem  are  to  be  found  in  the  Cddex  Argenteus. 
On  this  relation  tfaer^ore,  though  the  text '  bi  Gregory 
most  previously  submit  to  alterations,  be  grounds  the 
position  that  the  Codex  Argenlfeus  is  written  with  the 
alphabet  of  Chiiperic,  coQseqtiemly  Frankish,  and  com- 
posed in  the  sixtii  oeDtury/ 

This  very  bold  aigoiiient  had  ftnrmerly  the  greatest 
ioAuenoe  in  inducioff  me  to  side  with  La  Croze ;  but 
after  more  mature  ddiberatioiii  hiving  reflected  that  it 
kaa  no  otfier  foundation  than  conjectural  amendments  of 
Gregory's  text,  add  hani^  read  the  answers  which  have 
been  given  to  it  by  Ihre  (§  7,  8,  9,  10.)  and  Knittel 
(§  278 — 280.)  I  revoke  my  former  opinion.  La  Croze 
kioiadf  oxifeases  that  no  trace  of  41  is  visible  in  the  Codex 
Argeoteus,  which  alone  shews  it.  to  have  been  not  writ- 
ten with  the  alphabet  of  Chiiperic:  yet  the  critical, 
tfaooi^  arbitFary  alterations,  which  he  has  made  in  Gre-^ 
0Ofy*€  tsxt,  seem  to  pfesoppose  the  use  of  that  alphabet 
in  tfae  Codex  Argenless,  and  that  the  passage  alleged 
IB  psoof  taay  be  best  exphuoed  from  that  manuscript* 
la  die  Codex  Argsnteus  Ae  is  never  expressed  by  Y,  Tfae 
by  £y  sr  Uui  by  A  (a  letter  not  found  in  the  Codex  Ar« 
\) :  it  was  therefore  needless  for  La  Croze  to  ven*' 
criooal  eonje^ifes^  to  prove  that  Chiiperic  bad 

K  2  ordered 
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ordered  these  innovations  to  be  made.  Were'  his  con- 
jectures exposed  not  to  the  charge  of  improbability,  yet 
a  passage  relating  to  four  letters  could  hardly  be  admitted 
as  a  proof,  when,  in  order  to  make  it  such,  we  must  have 
recourse  to  two  ulterations,  and  to  two  exceptions.  Ihre 
has  not  only  pointed  out  the  improbability,  but  shewn 
with  very  convincing  arguments  that  Gregory  of  Tours 
alluded  not  to  the  Prankish,  but  the  Latin  alphabet 

5.  The  following  is  an  argument  of  the  late  Mosheim. 
•  In  Constantini  Porphyrogenneti  ca^rimom.  Byz.  Tom. 
I.  p.  222 — 225.  are  two  catalogues  of  Gothic  words,  that 
were  usual  in  his  time,  but  have  no  resemblance  to  the 
language  of  the  Codex  Argenteus.  This  version  there- 
fore is  not  Gothic' 

To  form  a  proper  judgment  of  this  argument,  the 
reader  should    refer  to  the  Relationes  de  libris  novis, 
Fasc.  IV.  p.  405 — 408.  where  the  two  catalogues  are 
printed  with  Gesner's  Remarks.     The  greatest  number, 
especially  in  the  first  catalogue,  of  words  that  are  called 
Gothic,  are  in  reality  corrupt  Latin;  for  instance |3«mc 
(bonse)  for  x«x«i,  yxvtufrti  for  x«*f  ovtic.  Neither  of  these 
catalogues  therefore  is  to  be  considered  as  a  liist  of  such 
.  words  as  the  Goths  had  brought  frojn  their  original  ha- 
bitation, the  country  to  the  north  of  the  Euxine ;  but 
such  as  were  usual  in  Waliachia  in  the  tenth  century, 
and  were  called  Gothic,  because  the  Goths  had  once 
inhabited  that  country,  and  many  of  the  inhabitants  were 
still  descended  from  Gothic  ancestors.     And  we  are  not 
warranted  to  conclude,  because  the  language  of  Wal* 
lacbia  is  a  corruption  of  the  Latin,  and  was -known  to 
the  Greeks  of  the  tenth  century  under  the  name  of  the 
Gothic,   that  the  ancient  inhabitants  of  the  hortbem 
boundary  of  the  Euxine,  who  in  the  fourth  century  were 
in  possession  of  Wallachia,  made  use  of  a  dialect  that  had' 
no  resemblance  to  the  German.     A  part  of  these  pre-* 
tended  Gothic  words,  especially  in  ^e  second  catalcigue, 
has  a  great  affinity  to  the  Hebrew,  as  <rfCa,  seat  thyself, 
Heb.  nit£;.    £ut  as  no  one  supposes  that  the   Goths 
ever  spoke  Hebrew,  they  must  be  either  mistakes,   or 

they 
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they  were  t^ken  from  the  jargon  of  the  Wallachian  Jews. 
L.astly,  we  find  several  words  that  have  no  resemblance 
tx>  any  known  language,  and  are  probably  become  unin- 
tellible  through  mistakes  of  the  transcribers :  but  they 
are  as  little  entitled  to  the  name  of  Gothic,  as  the  rest 
of  the  catalogue,  which,  if  it  proved  any  thing,  would 
prove  too  much ;  for  the  names  of  the  Gothic  heroes 
alone  shew  the  affinity  of  their  language  to  the  German, 
to  which  the  words  recorded  by  Porphyrogennetus  have 
not  the  smallest  resemblance. 


SECT.     XXXVI. 


Whether  the  Gothic  version  of  Ulphilas  was  taken  from 

the  Greek  or  from  the  Latin. 

TT  appears  from  the  two  preceding  sections,  that  the^ 
version  contained  in  the  Codex  Argenteus  is  undoubt-' 
ediy  Gothic,  and  there  remains  therefore  only  one  ques- 
tion to  be  decided,  whether  Ulphilas  translated  from  the 
Greek  original,  or  a^  Latin  version.  The  internal  evi- 
dence alone  is  insufficient  to  determine,  for  after  a  com- 
parison of  the  Gothic  text  both  with  the  Greek  and  with 
the  Latin,  we  have  as  much  reason  to  decide  in  favour. 
of  the  one;  as  of  the  other.  Bengel,  who  believed  it  to 
have  been  taken  from  the  Greek,  was  still  obliged  to 
admit  that  it  contained  many  traces  of  the  Latin  :  Wet- 
stein,  bb  violent  and  even  ill-bred  antagonist,  maintained 
at  first  a  contrary  gpinion,  but  in  his  Prolegomena  to 
tbe  Greek  Testament  he  subscribed  to  the  sentiments  of 
Beo^  See  Bengel's  introductio  in  crisin  N.  T.  §xxxii. 
Obs.  XX.  Cons.  iii.  (p.  408.  of  the  first  edition,  p.  43, 
44.  of  the  second)  Wetstein's  Prolegomena,  p.  1 14 — 
116,  and  Benzel,  p.  6^  7. 

That  method  which  is  usually  the  safest  in  questions 
of  this  nature,  an  immediate  comparison  of  the  version 
with  that  original  from  which  it  is  supposed  to  be  taken, 
is  in  tbe  present  instance,  as  before  observed,  attended 

K  3  with. 
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with  uDcertainty;  for  the  coDclusion  derived  from  ihei 
comparison  of  one  page  contradicts  that  which  is  drawn 
from  tlx6  other.  But  these  contradictions  may  be  recon* 
died,  and  the  whole  subject  will  recdve  a  new  light,  if 
we  adopt  a  metiiod  in  oUier  cases  precarious,  and  exa«> 
mine  a  priori  which  of  the  two  might  be  most  naturally 
expected,  fiy  these  means  we  shall  spWe  the  problem, 
which  made  the  subject  of  controversy  between  Bengel 
and  Wetstein,  and  discover  a  new  argument,  that  the 
Codex  Argenteus  and  Carolinus  are  really  parts  of  the 
Gothic  version  of  Ulphilas. 

We  are  informed  by  Simeon  Metaphrastes  that  Ul- 
philas translated  from  the  Greek,  and  the  Bishop  of  the 
Goths  was  so  circumstanced,  that  we  must  be  guilty  of 
violence,  if  we  refused  our  assent  to  this  testimony.  For 
the  inventor  of  the  Gothic  alphabet,  of  which  at  least  - 
the  half  is  taken  from  the  Greek,  who  used  Greek  letters 
to  denote  numbers ',  setting  B  for  2,  and  £  for  5,  and 
who  weilt  ambassador  to  the  court  of  Constantinople, 
vould  have  hardly  rejected  the  Greek  ori^nal  to  translafee 
from  a  Latin  version. 

On  the  other  hand.  It  is  not  improbable  that  he  had 
recourse  to  the  Latin  version,  as  a  source  of  aid  in  diffi- 
cult passagies.    The  Roman  colonists,  who  were  settled 
in  Wallachia,  those  at  least  among  them  who  were  con^ 
verted  to  Christianity,  must  have  read  the  Bible  in  the 
Latin  version ;  and  the  assertion  of  Wetslein^  that  Ul- 
philas was  ignorant  of  that  language,  must  appear  unr^ 
grounded  to  every  man  who  knowa  the  dialect  that  is 
still  spoken  in  Wallacbia*    Nor  is  it  impossiUe  that  UU 
philas  maxle   use  of  manuscripts  that  belonged  to  tbs 
Western  edition  of  the  Greek  Testament    But  if  ndther 
of  these  opinibns  were  true,  the  Gothic  Bible  naght 
have  been  corrected  from  the  Latin  after  the  death.  oC 
Ulphilas,    either  in  Wallachia  or  Itajy.     Of  tbe  two 
fragments  of  the  Gothic  version,  the  Codex  CaroUous  is 
a  part  of  a  Gothic  Latin  Bible,  that  is  of  a  Latin  Bible 
accompanied  with  a  Gothic  translation. 

We  shall  incur  th^efore  no  danger  of  violating  the 

truths 

"  See  John  vi.  9.  with  Ihre'a  remark  in  tbe  Ulphilas  iUustratus. 
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tnitib,  if  we  maintaiD  Ihe  two  following  positions,  i .  The 
Gothic  Tension  was  taken  immediately  from  the  Greek. 
3.  It  has  in  many  instances  a  striking  affinity  with  the 
Latin.  As  the  matter  is  so  evident,  I  shall  omit  several 
aripments,  such  as  that  produced  by  Wetstein,  that  the 
Gothic  version  has  several  Lat4n  words,  and  sometimes 
Latin  teroiinations  in  the  proper  names.  For  these  may 
be  considered  as  Wallachisms,  which  had  found  early 
admittance  into  the  Gothic,  and  were  retained  by  Ulphilas, 
agreeably  to  the  practice  of  the  country,  in  the  same 
manner  as  Luther,  though  he  translated  from  the  Greek, 
wrote  Christus,  not  Christos,  which  no  man  would  use  as 
ao  argpment,  tiiat  Luther  translated  from  the  Latin. 

It  IS  perhaps  to  the  influence  of  the  Wallachian 
proncmciation  that  we  must  ascribe  the  orthography  of 
several  proper  names  of  the  Gothic  version,  in  which 
we  find  for  mstanee,  as  in  the  Latin,  Kafarnaum,  and 
Scarjk>t  John  t).  59.  xiii.  a6.  See  Ibre's  Ulphilat 
niustratus,  L  c. 

Bat  ttie  following  arguments  appear  to  be  decisive,  and 
first  in  fiaivour  of  the  fbrtner  of  the  two  positions»  that  the 
Gotfnc  is  translated  immediately  from  the  Greek. 

1.  The  author  of  this  version  has  sometimes  falsely 
fransfarted  from  an  error  in  regard  to  one  or  more  letters 
ef  the  €rreek  word,  wbeiTeas  it  is  accurately  rendered  m 
the  Latin;  Thus  he  read  rff^n  for  rfvpn^  Luke  vit.  25. 
though  not  only  the  Vulgate,  but  all  the  manuscripts  of  the. 
old  Lalinj  publidbed  by  Blanchii^i,  have  deliciis,  and  iii  the 
manner  wiTtrnfmin  for  wfirXn^Mxiy,  John  xvi.  6. 

s.  The  Golbic  has  many  readings  that  are  found  in 
version,  some  of  vHiicb  k  has  m  ccMnmon  witb 
Bianuscripts,  fhou^  others,  not  inconsiderable  in 
V  are  peculiar  to  it  ekme.  The  latter  indeed  ard 
neofend,  and  belong  not  to  the  present  question ;  for  if 
we  ecmtend'  that  the  Gothic  was  tk*anslated  from  the  ~ 
Greek,  because  these  I'eadtngs  are  in  no  I^atin  version^ 
adversaries^  have  an  equal  right  to*  argue  thdt  it  was 
a  from  the  Latin»  as  they  are  found'  likewise  in  no 
manttscript.     Of  this  fooner  kiodj  whi(ib  alon^ 

K  4  relate 


1.5^  Ancient  Versums  of  the  N,  T.       ch^p.  vii. 

relate  to  this  inquiry,  we  find  an  instance,  Luke  li.  15, 
%vhere  uyifcoiroi  is  omitted  in  the  Vulgate,  and  all 
Blanchini's  manuscripts,  but  retained  by  Ulphilas.  Many 
more  may  be  seen  in  Benzel. 

'  3.  It  retains  in  many  words  the  Greek  terminations, 
as,  y»Xi}^aiaiy  otSxia^,  i(^o0'oXu/u.»v,  Luke  v.  17* 

4.  The  order  of.  the  Greek  words  is  often  retained 
in  the  Gothic,  though  a  translator  is  not  bound  to  so 
painful  an  attention  to  the  original.  For  instance,  Matth. 
xxvii.  43.  0£8  ufAi  vioq  is  rendered  ^  Goths  im  sunus, '  but 
tHe  Latin  has  a  different  arrangement,  filius  Dei  sum. 

In  regard  to  the  second  position,  that  the  Gothic  has 
an  affinity  with  the  Latin,  we  may  observe  that  Mill 
has  pointed  out  its  coincidence  in  a  great  number  of 
instances  with  the  Codex  Cantabrigiensis,  but  as  we 
are  at  present  persuaded  that  the  Greek  text  of  this 
manuscript  has  not  been  altered  from  the  Latin,  we  can 
deduce  this  only  inference,  that  the  Gotliic  accedes  to 
the  Western  edition  of  the  Greek  Testament,  and  has  so 
far  an  indirect  relation  to  the  Latin  version.  But  the 
two  following  Latin  readings,  not  found  even  in  the  Cod. 
Cant  are  very  convincing.  Luke  ix.  50.  is  added  in 
several  Latin,  but  not  a  single  Greek  manuscript,  nemo 
est  enim,  qui  non  faciat  virtutem  in  nomine  meo,  et 
poterit  male  loqui  de  me,  of  which  at  least  one  half  is 
in  the  Gothic  version,  namely,  ni  ainshun  auk  ist  maone 
saei  ni  gawaurkjai  maht  in  namin  meinamma*.  (See 
Ulphilas  illustratus.)  Luke  i.  3.  after  i Jo0f  xa/Moi  is  added 
in  the -Gothic,  without  the  authority  of  a  single  Greek 
manuscript,  jah  ahmin  veihamma,' '  and  the  Holy  Ghqst, ' 
a  spurious  reading  inserted  from  the  Latin ;  for  Blanchini's 
Codex  Veronensis  has  *  placuit  mihi  et  Spiritui  sancto. ' 
Other  instances  may  be  seen  in  Wetstein,  who  observes 
that  even  the  title  prefixed  to  the  Gospels  in  the  Gothic 
version  is  borrowed  from  the  Latin  formule,  ^  incipik 
evangelium  secundum  Marcum.' 

The  Gothic  version  is  so  verbally  exact,  tliat  the  order 
of  the  Greek  construction  is  not  seldom  retained  in  vio^ 
lation  of  the  genius  of  the  Gothic  language^  which  make^ 

Ik 
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it  the  more  extraordiDary,  that  so  many  readings  are 
found  in  this  version,  that  have  hitherto  been  discovered 
10  no  Greek  manuscript  ^. 


SECT.     XXXVII. 

Of.  the  Skmndan  or  Russian  version. 

'T'  H  E  Russian,  or,  as  it  ought  to  be  expressed  in 

more  general  terms,  the  Slavonian  version,  deserves 

to  be  more  generally  known,  and  to  be  examined  by 

the  critics  of  the   New  Testament   with  the  greatest 

attentioD.     I  sincerely  lament  that  I  neglected  in  my 

youth  an  opportunity  of  learning   that  language,   not 

knowing  the  treasures  which  it  contains,  both  for  the 

critic  and  the  historian,  as  I  must  now  depend  on  the 

few  accounts  which  I  have  been  able  to  procure.     I  am 

partly  indebted  to  Kohl's  Introductio  in  historiam  et 

rem  literariam  Slavorum,  sive  historia  critica  versionum 

Slaventcarum  maxime  insignium,  nimirum  Codicis  Sacri, 

et  Epbraemi   Syri :  but  it  is  to  be  lamented,  that  the 

author,  who  to  Grecian  literature  joined  a  knowledge  of 

the  Russian  language,  is  deficient  in  those  very  articles 

of  intelligence,  which  can  be  had  only  from  that  country, 

and  so  totally  devoid  of  critical  curiosity,  as  to  take 

not  the  least  notice  whether  1  John  v.  7.  is  contained 

m  the  Slavonian  versioh,  or  not.     I  have  received  more 

important  information  from  Scblozer,  who,  at  my  ref|uest, 

has  proposed  several  questions  to  Poletika,  a  man  of 

leanung  in  Russia,  whose  answers  are  the  more  satis- 

fiurtDiy,  as  be  was  formerly  Greek  translator  to  the  Holy 

SjDod,  and  is  well  acquainted  with  the  Russian  libraries* 

His  letter  may  on  this  subject  be  regarded  as  an  original 

document;  and  I  will  therefore,  for  the  satisfaction  of 

my  readers,  subjoin  it  in  a  note  ^     I  first  discovered  the 

value 
I 

'  Answer  to  the  Queries  proposed  by  Schlozer,  at  the  request  of 
Miclaelis,  to  the  Academy  of  Sciences. 

1.  I  know 
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valae  of  die  Slavonian  version  in  reading  lectures  on 
tiie  Proverbs  of  Solomon  from  the  Septuagint.  Several 
of  my  bearers  were  at  that  time  Russians,  who,  after 
I  bad  pointed  out  some  examples  where  the  Seventy  bad 
been  misunderstood,  or  a  reading  adopted  that  has  been 
hitherto  found  in  no  manuscript,  replied  that  they  bad 
the  same  in  their  version,  which  is  taken  immediately 
from  the  Septuagint     These  examples  belong  not  to 

the 

1 .  I  know  of  no  copy  of  the  whole  Slavonian  Bible  in  the  Russian 
Itbrariee  more  ancient  than  that  which  was  written  in  the  year  1499^ 
m  the  time  of  the  Grand  dnke  Iwan  Wastljewitsh,  which  is  preserved 
in  the  library  of  the  Holy  Synod.  But  of  the  New  Testament  alone 
there  are  several  copies  much  more  ancient,  namely  of  the  11^^,  ia*% 
13*^^,  and  14*^  centuries,  some  on  vellnm,  others  on  paper,  which  are 
hkewise  preserved  at  Moscow  in  the  library  of  the  Holy  Synod* 
1  believe  however  that  in  all  Russia  no  manuscript  is  so  ancienfy  as 
that  which  the  Czar  Iwan  Wasiljewitsh  gave  to  Garabunda,  secretary 
to  the  Dutchy  of  Lithuania^  and  which,  was  used  in  the  Ostrog  edition 
of  the  Bible,  from  the  preface  to  which  edition  it  appears  that  the 
manuaeript  was  written  ut  the  time  of  the  Grand  duke  Wkdkttir. 

3.  The  fillowiBg  are  the  dates  of  the  editions  of  the  Slaivoniiaa 
Bible.  At  Ostrog  in  1581,  at  Moscow  in  1^663,  lys^t  ^75^  *757« 
and  in  the  present  year  1766,  all  in  folio:  in  1759  an  edition  was 
published  in  large  octavo.  It  was  also  printed'  at  Kiow  in  1758,  in 
iblio^  and  at  Suprasl,  in  Poland,  in  small  foKo,  as  appears  from 
Janoeki's  Dictionary  of  the  Polish  Litertti,  p.  15.  But  there  is  still 
an  edition  more  ancient  than  any  of  the  preceding^  which  was  printed 
at  Prague  in  1519,  under  the  direction  of  a  Doctor  of  Physic, 
Franciscus  Scorina  of  Polozk.  But  I  cannot  positively  determine, 
whether  this  edition'  includes  the  whole  Bible ;  for  I  never  hadi  an 
opportunity  o£  seeing  more  than  the  first  voluois^  which  contains  the 
£ve  books  of  Moses.  This  volume  is  in  the  library  belong^ig.  to  the 
Academy  of  Sciences. 

3,  I  cannot  possibly  determine  at  what  period  the  passage, 
t  John  V.  7.  was  inserted  in  the  text;  but  there  is  reassfn  to  snppotie 
that  the  interpolation  was  made  in  the  time  of  the  Patriarch  Nicoir, 
in  this  year  1^53,  when  an  edition  was  publisiied  of  the  Acts  add  the 
Epistles,  which  edition  I  have  in  my  library.  My  reason  for  this 
supposition  is,  that  in  the  preceding  editions  of  Moseow;  and  Kiow; 
which  I  have  in  m^librarvy  and  which  aref  printed*  in*  a- paiticular 
msiiner  for  the  service  of  the  Church,  the  passage  in  question  is  not 
contained.  I  am  likewise  in  possession  of  severu  copies  of  the  Acts 
and  the  Epistles,  written  before  the  introduction  of  printing,  in  which, 
as  well  as  in  every  other  copji  this  gassag^  is  omitted. 

POLETIKA. 
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tfcie  present  plaee,  but  will  be  given  in  the  Introduction 
10  tbe  Old  Testament  If  titie  Russian  translalioD  of  the 
Old  Testament  has  more  accurate  readings  than  our 
printed  editions,  and  discovers  the  auAor's  knowiec^ 
of  the  Greek,  in  eases  where  ^  editors  of  the  Polygiets 
were  aiistaken»  we  may  naturally  expect  very  great 
aasisteoce  in  tt^  criticism  of  the  New. 

The  Russian,  or  Slavoniaa  versioi^  is  not  an  offspring 
of  the  Latin,  but  taken,  as  every  man  acquainted  either 
with  the  political  or  ecdesiastical  history  of  that  country 
must  naturally  suppose,  from  the  Greek.  So  early  as 
ibe  ninth  century  the  Bulgarians,  who  had  the  same 
kngoage  with  the  Russians,  transbted  the  theological 
wntkigs  of  the  Gre^s ;  and  from  the  end  of  the  tenth 
eeolary,  the  RussiaBS^  who  were  even  in  that  age  a 
cultivated  nation,  fisHawed  their  example.  Now  it  is 
very  improbable  diat  they  ne^cted  to  translate  the  most 
important  of  all  wjritii^  the  Bible :  but  all  doubts  on 
this  head  have  beei»  retnoved  by  KohU  who  has  clearly 
shewD  that  the  two  brothers,  Methodius  and  Cyril,  who 
lived  in  the  ninth  century,  natives  of  Thessalonica,  and 
apostles  of  the  Siavofuans,  were  the  authors  of  this 
version '.  Schlozer  has  found  many  and  long  passages 
qooted  from  it  in  old  Russian  chronicles  in  manuscript. 
Accocdine  to.  the  accoi^  given  by  Poletika,  it  appears 
that  the  Holy  Synod  ordered  a  complete  copy  of  the 
Bible  to  be  taken  in  1499s  but  that  manuscripts  were 
eitai^  of  the  New  Testament  from  the  eleventh  to  the 
fourteenth  century,  some  on  veMum,  others  on  paper. 
Those  of  the  eleventh*  ceatupy  are  not  far  removed  from 
fSbe  fountain-head,  being  written  only  two  centuries  later 
tinn  the  versioa  itself^ 

The  oldest  edition,  of  which  we  have  any  knowledge, 
is  chat  of  Prague^  published  by  Firanc.  Scorina>  in  i'5i9; 
bat  Pdelilia  i&  net  certBia  whether  it  contains  the^Bible 
eomplete.  It  was  revised*  ic^  i-STOy  altered  in  several 
paaaagea  fiom  ani  ancient  manuscript  given  by  Czar  I  wan 
Wasiljewitz,  and  printed  at  Ostrog,  in*  1*581,  of  which 
refnackably  scarce  editiofn  aii>  account  may  be  seen*  in 
Cleoient  Bibliotheque  curieuse,  Tom.  III.  p.  44^  — 

445. 
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445.  A  copy  of  ibis  valuable  edition,  as  well  as  of  the 
edition  of  Moscow,  in  1663,  described,  by  Clement  as 
very  scarce,  is  in  our  university  library.  A  particular 
edition  of  Uie  Acts  of  the  Apostles,  and  the  Epistles, 
was  printed  in  1653,  which  might  be  of  great  use  in  the 
criticism  of  the  New  Testament.  Later  editions  have 
been  published  in  1751,  1756,  1757,  1759,  1766,  at 
Moscow,  in  1758,  at  Kiow,  in  17439  at  Suprasl,  in  Po- 
land, beside  editions  of  separate  parts,  such  as  the  Acts 
of  the  Apostles  and  Epistles,  with  which  I  am  not  ac- 
quainted ^. 

The  passage  1  John  v.  7.  is  found  neither  in  the  Os- 
trog  edition,  the  ancient  maiiuscripts,  nor  in  those  edi- 
tions of  the  Acts  and  the  Epistles  which  are  prior  to 
1 653.  That  of  1 653  contains  this  passage,  but  I  know 
not  whether  in  the  text,  or  in  the  margin ;  that  of  1 663 
has  it  in  the  margin,  that  of  1751,  which  I  have  myself 
examined,  and  other  modem  editions,  in  the  text. 

The  following  readings  of  the  Slavonian  version  were 
extracted,  at  my  request,  by  Schlozer,  and  as  it  may  be 
naturally  supposed,  that  they  have  an  affinity  with  the 
text  of  Theophylact,  I  will  subjoin  the  readings  that  are 
found  in  his  commentary. 

Matth.  viii.  28.  TifynrtmVi  as  Theophylact. — Mark 
V.  1.  and  Luke  viii.  2b.  Totiok^fUfi^^  which  is  likewise  the 
reading  of  Theophylact,  but  in  hb  explanation  of  tho 
passage  he  has  written  T^^yKmywf. 

Matth.  xxvii.  16,  17.  it  has  Barabbas,  not  Jesus  Ba- 
rabbas,  as  also  Theophylact. 

Mark  xvi.  9 — 20.  is  in  the  Slavonian  version,  and  in 
Theophyli^ct  ^ 

John  i.  18.  Bi}9ftCa(»,  according  to  the  correction  of 
Origen.  The  reading  of  Theophylact  is  unknown,  this 
passage  being  unnoticed  in  his  commentary. 

John  V.  2.  fC*  ii  ty  roic  If^oo'tAu/APic  <iri  tii  v^iovnxij  xo- 

Xu/aChO^aj  h  fir*Afyo/Afvii  £S(air»  BuOio-^ft.     Here  it  varies 
from  Theophylact,  whose  text  is  iri  h  w  tok  If^otf-oAu/Mot; 

John  V.  4*  which  is  omitted  in  many  copies  of  the 

New 
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New  Testament,  is  found  both  in  the  Slavonian  version 
and  in  Theophylact,  with  this  only  difference,  that  the 
former  has  xu^ »s  (a  reading  found  in  several  Greek  manu- 
scripts and  ancient  versions)  after  «ryfXoc,  the  latter  not. 

John  vii.  53.  viii.  ri.  it  has  the  story  of  the  adulteress^ 
omitted  bv  Theophylact. 

Acts  viii.  37.  is  in  the  Slavonian  version.  It  is  found 
in  Ofvb  of  the  commentaries  of  Theophylact,  omitted  in 
the  other  *. 

Acts  ix.  5,  6.  it  has  the  interpolation  rxXn^ov  0-01  «r^«( 

^cAfic  voino'ai ;  xoii  0  Kufioc  vf oc  autoi^.  I  am  curious  to 
know  how  long  this  has  been  inserted,  for  it  is  found  in 
none  of  the  Greek  manuscripts  at  Moscow  which  Mat* 
thai  has  collated,  aor  in  the  edition  of  Theophylact  by 
Sifanius. 

Acts  xix.  1.  ay»Tfffix«  like  the  common  editions,  but 
Theophylact  has  amroXixa. 

Acts  XX.  28.  Ku£i8  xoM  8fv,  and  also  Theophylact. 

Rom.  xiv.  24.  After  this  verse  it.  has  the  doxologyi 
which  in  our  editions  is  placed  at  the  end  of  the  xvi^^ 
chapter.  -  Theophylact  agrees  with  the  Slavonian. 

1  Tim.  iii.  16.  Oioc  ffa^f^vOnj  and  likewise  Theo- 
phylact. 

The  learned  would  be  greatly  indebted  to  any  man 
of  abilities  for  the  undertaking,  who  would  furnish  a 
history  of  the  Slavonian  version,  not  in  the  manner  of 
Kohl,  but  a  really  critical  description,  and  extracts  of 
its  various  readings.  These  must  not  be  taken  from  the 
modern  editions,  but  from  those  of  Ostrog  and  Prague ; 
nor  should  a  collation  of  the  ancient  manuscripts  be  neg- 
lected, which  might  be  found  not  only  in  Russia,  but 
in  all  the  countries  where  dialects  of  the  Slavonian  are 
spoken.  Moscow  is  the  place  where  the  task  should  be 
executed,  because  there  are  manuscripts  in  the  library 
of  the  Holy  Synod  so  ancient  as  the  eleventh  century. 
It  were  to  be  wished  that  the  learned  in  that  city,  or 
,  rather  the  Synod  itself,  would  take  such  measures  as 
might  render  the  ancient  version  of  their  Chufcb  bene- 
ficial 
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fkial  to  Europe  in  general.  If  k  were  tbouglit  too  la- 
borious to  undertake  tbe  whole  at  once,  and  only  a  part 
could  be  given  as  a  specimen,  I  would  reoommend  the 
Revelation  of  St.  John,  because  we  have  very  few  ma* 
nuscripts  of  this  book,  and  tbe  Slavonian  version  might 
furnish  various  readings  of  great  importance  ^ 

This  request,  which  I  made  in  tbe  edition  of  1 777,  has 
been  in  some  measure,  though  imperfectly,  fulfilled  in 
1785,  in  the  Apocalypsis  Johannis  Grsece  et  Latine,  putn 
lished  by  Matthai,  who  has  added,  p.  342-— 388.  his  Ap- 
pendix II.  de  versione  Slavonica  ApocalypiieOs,  containing 
various  readings  from  that  version.  But  as  tbe  extracti 
were  taken  neither  from  Moscow  manuscriptSi  nor  Ibd 
ddest  edition,  but  made  at  Leipzig,  from  that  of  1 762, 
tbeir  critical  application  b  attended  wth  uncertainty  \ 


SECT.    XXXVIII. 

Of  the  Anglo-Saxon  versions. 

nPHERE  are  several  Anglo^'Stxon  versions  of  kbo 
New  Testament  extant  ia  manuscript,  of  tvUch 
the  fullest  account  is  given  in  Le  Long's  Bibl.  Sacra  % 
p.  420.  Some  books  of  tbe  Kbie  were  translated  by 
bishop  Eadfried,  and  the  Gospd  of  St.  John  by  Bede  ; 
but  the  tradition  that  king  Alfred  translated  the  gveateat 
part  of  the  New  Testament  is  very  uscertaiii.  Tha 
whole  version  has  never  been  printed,  but  tbe  four  Go»* 
pels  have  been  published  by  Matthew  Parker,  WilQ^m 
Lisle,  and  Thomas  Marsball,  vt  the  yeaes  i57i>  1638^ 
and  1 665  ^  and  being  evidently  translated  from  tbe  oM 
Latin ',  may  be  of  use  in  deteroBinir^  the  readings  of 
that  version.  Huth,^  in  his  dissertaiion  De  mansuetis 
terrse  hseredibus,  has  indeed  called  this  matter  in  ques^ 
tion,  saying  that  the  order  of  the  tw^  verses^  Matik  v^ 
4,  5.  is  inverted  in  the  old  Latia  versions,  but  not  is  the 
Anj^o^-saxon.  To  wliicb  we  may  aosfwer,  that  this  is 
not  true  in  all  the  old  Latkn  iaairoacrq>tS|  for  those  of 
7  Brescia 
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Brescia  aod  Verooa,  published  by  BlanchiDiy  retain  th^ 
oritur  of  the  Greek,  and  such  manuscripts  were  probably 
used  by  the  authors  of  the  Anglo-Saxon  \ 


CHAPTER    VIII. 

OF  TBT   MAKOMRIPTS   OF   TH£    GREEK    TESTAMEKT* 

S  E   C  T.      !• 

Oftke  Codices  mtmuscripti,  considered  as  a  mean  of  deter- 
mim99g  the  genuine  reading  qf  the  test  of  the  Greek 
Testament. 

^H£  Manuscripts  of  the  New  Testament  are  the  na- 
tujral  source,  from  which  the  genuine  readings  of 
the  Greek  Testament  are  to  be  diuwn.  The  printed 
editions  are  either  copies  of  more  ancient  editions,  or  of 
]||Wa«iscripts^  and  th#y  have  no  further  authority  than 
as  tki^y  correspond  to  the  manuscriptSi  from  which,  tbey 
were  takei^  Thoi^  printed  editions  may  be  aoore  cor«< 
lect  Uutt  many  manuscripts,  yet,  considered  as  evidenci^ 
they  are  of  less  wei^t  than  the  manuscripts  themselves 
piMtly  because  these  are  more  ancieot^  partly  beeaiise 
w  editor  of  the  N.  T.  generally  makes  use  of  his  wm 
yiAgmot^  aoA  of  aevor^  readings  gives  to  one  in  parti* 
wlar  the  preference,  whereaf^  a  transcriber  copies  ealy 
what  be  finds  in  the  more  ancient  Codex;,  of  which  be 
delivers  a  transcript :  and  tbey  alone  can  be  admitted  as 
endeace*.  who  simply  report  what  tbey  have  heard  aod 
seen.  But  I  confess  that  an  exception  musk  be  made  to 
those  manuscripts,  which  in  imitajdou  of  Kiiittel  I  witt 
call  Codices  critici  \ 

It  is  evident  that  by  manuscripts  of  the  New  Testa- 
ment, I  understand  those  only  which  were  written  be- 
fore the  invention  of  printing,  and  that  those  manu- 
scripts, which  are  mere  copies  of  printed  editions,  are 
foreign  to  our  prestent  purpose.    Such  for  instance  is  the 

Codex. 
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Codex  Berolinensis,  or  Ravianus,  in  which  we  find,  i  John 
V.  7.  a  manuscript  writtenr  since  the  invention  of  print- 
ings and  copied  irom  the  edition  of  Alcala. 

No  manuscript  now  extant  is  prior  to  the  sixth  cen- 
tury ;  and,  what  is  to  be  lamented,  varipus  readings, 
which,  as  appears  from  the  quotations  of  the  fathers, 
were  in  the  text  of  the  Greek  Testament,  are  to  be  found 
}n  none  of  the  manuscripts  which  are  at  present  remain- 
ing; for  instance,  the  addition  after  Mark  xvi.  14.  which 
I  mentioned  above  chap.  vi.  sect.  1 2.  It  is  true  that 
this  reading  is  evidently  spurious,  but  whether  spurious 
or  genuine,  it  appears  from  this  example  that  readings, 
which  existed  in  the  fifth  century,  have  been  omitted  in 
later  manuscripts,  and  this  might  be  the  fate  of  many, 
that  were  really  genuine.  When  a  reading  therefore  is 
found  in  only  a  single  manuscript,  as  that  for  instance 
which  I  shall  mention  in  describing  the  Codex  Vindob.  3. 
or  only  in  the  quotations  of  the  fathers,  it  is  not  for  that 
reason  to  be  immediately  rejected. 

Du  Pin,  in  his  Dissert,  prselimin.  ad  bibiia  sacrop 
Tom.  11.  c.  3.  Simon,  in  his  Dissertation  sur  les  prin* 
cipaux  Manuscripts  du  N.  T.  printed  at  the  end  of  the 
third  volume  of  his  Histoire  critique  du  N.  T.  Mill  and 
Kiister,  in  their  Prolegomena  to .  the  New  Testament, 
Pfaff  in  his  Dissertatio  de  variis  lectionibus  N.  T.  Beng^ 
in  his  Introductio  in  crisin  T,  T.  more  particularly  Wet- 
stein  in  his  Prolegomena,  Treschow  in  his  Tentamen 
descriptionis  codicum  Vtndobonensium  N.  T.  Griesbach 
in  his  Symbol®  critics  ad  variarum  N.  T.  lectionum 
collectionem,  and  Matthai  in  the  prefaces  to  his  edition 
of  the  N.  T.  give  the  best  accounts  of  those  manuscripts, 
which  have  been  hitherto  used,  and  collated  with  the  text 
of  the  printed  editions  \ 
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SECT.    II. 
Lectimariay  Euchobgia. 

HPH ERE  are  several  manuscripts,  which  cohtaio  not 
whole  books  of  the  N.  T.  arranged  in  their  usual 
order,  but  detached  parts,  appointed  to  be  read  on  cer- 
tain days  in  the  public  service  of  the  church  (ayftyvMo-uc), 
fitND  which  again  whole  books  have  been  put  together. 
They  are  called  lectionaria,  and  are  compounded,  some 
of  tbem  of  the  four  Gospel^,  others  of  the  Acts  and  the 
Epistles :  to  the  former  was  given  the  title  fuayycAioir, 
to  the  latter  that  of  airorox^c '.  See  Du  Fresne  giossa- 
rium  mediae  Gnecitatis,  p.  100.  440,  441.  If  a  Lectio- 
narium  contains  both  parts,  it  is  termed  airproXoivAy- 
yOun.  Whoever  wishes  to  see  a  list  of  the  lessons  con- 
tained in  the  Lectionarium  of  the  Acts  and  the  Epistles, 
preserved  in  the  University  library  at  Gottingen,  may 
have  recourse  to  my  Orient.  BibL  Vol.  XI.  p.  185-^ 
188*. 

Ceteris  paribus,  a  Lectionarium  is  not  of  equal  value 
with  a  manuscript  of  the  same  antiquity,  that  contains 
the  books  of  the  New  Testament  complete,  because  in 
the  former  the  text  was  frequently  altered,  according  to 
the  readings,  which  were  most  approved  at  the  time  when 
It  was  written.  It  is  not  however  to  be  denied,  that 
they  sometimes  have  readings  of  great  importance,  of 
which  the  reader  will  find  examples  in  the  above-men- 
tiooed  description  of  the  Gottingen  Lectionarium, 
p.  \%% — 192.  But  in  respect  to  the  omission  of  a  prin- 
cipal passage,  such  as  1  John  v.  7.  their  evidence  is  of  mor^ 
vrei|rht  than  that  of  an  ordinary  manuscript  K 

In  the  Lcctionaria  we  frequently  find  the  words, 
*  Jesus  spake,'  prefixed  to  the  speeches  of  Christ  in  the 
Gospels,  the  expression  aio<jfoi  in  those  epistles  which 
were  written  to  whole  communities,  and  nxvw  Ti/ao^h 
10  those  to  Timothy.  This  is  no  various  reading,  being 
inerely  designed  for  the  officiating  minister ;  but  it  has 
frequently  happened^  that  these  expressions  have  been 
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.  intruded  from  tbe  Lectionaria  into  the  copies  of  com- 
plete books,  in  which  case  they  form  a  various  reading, 
though  a  spurious  one.  No  one  has  examined  this  kind 
of  error,  with  more  accuracy  than  M atthai :  see  for  in- 
stance his  notes  on  Luke  vii.  3 1 .  iiin  h  0  Ku^iof .     Acts 

iii.  11.  H^CLtmnoq  h  m  itAtwi  X^^  i^^^  x^amvroc  ii  dsvrs)  \ 
X.  21.  T8f  Mrtr«X/bbfif8c  Mff-o  Kcgn^iH  «-poc  avr«y^  inserted 
after  ng  mvifa^y  because  liere  a  new  lesson  began,  with- 
out which  addition  no  one  would  have  known  to  what 
persons  the  subject  related,  xxi.  8.  01  vtfi  roy  llavxor. 
These  are  words,  which  are  onoitted  in  a  very  great  num- 
ber of  manuscripts. 

Another  mbtake»  which  we  have  reason  to  attribute 
to  the  Lectionaria,  is  remarked  by  Mattbai  in  his  note 
4)0  Luke  xxii.  45,  44.  The  same  lesson  is  sometimes  a 
composition  from  two  difierent  Gwspeis,  the  consequence 
of  which  is,  that  in  other  manuscripts  likewise  there  is 
copied  in  One  Gospel  what  belongs  to  anotber,  for  in- 
stance tbe  above-mentioned  passage  in  the  Codex  Lei- 
cestr^  after  Matth.  xxvi.  39. 

With  respect  to  collectiog  readings  from  the  Lectio- 
naria, Matthai,  with  a  degree  of  bitterness  against  Wet^ 
stein,  who  has  been  less  accurate  on  this  head,  gives  the 
following  rule :  ^  many  Lectionaria  have  the  same  text  of 
the  Evangriifts  in  two  different  lessons,  but  with  diflfe- 
rent  readings,  words  being  found  in  the  one,  that  are 
wanting  in  &e  other  ^'  This  circumstance  ought  to  be 
noted,  for  in  consequence  of  its  being  neglected,  tbe 
extracts  from  the  Lectionaria,  especially  those  made  by 
Wetstein,  are  very  uncertain :  see  for  instance  his  note 
to  Luke  xxiii.  45  '•  It  is  true  that,  according  to  tbe 
above-mentioned  rule,  the  collecting  of  readings  from 
the  Lectionaria  is  extremely  irksome,  nor  can  they  be 
noted  with  the  same  brevity  as  those  from  other  manu^ 
scripts,  since  it  would  be  necessary  to  add,  ^  thus  in  the 
former,'  '  thus  in  the  latter  lesson  V 

We  find  likewise  in  the  Greek  Euchologia  several, 
texts  of  tbe  N.  T.  See  for  instance  that  puUishecl 
at  Venice,   vm(a  HwQKmtt  Tavxii,  1684.  p.  437 — ^481^ 
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aw%€T9KB  iumyyOna  m  oA»  mmnu.  aiid  481 — 492.  iwety 
y§x$a  f«&i»«  fu«ra«-»|»«.  Mattbai  has  given  extracts  from 
one  of  these  Euchologia,  though  a  very  modem  one,  at 
the  end  of  St  John's  Gospel :  but  this  appears  to  be  a 
superfluous  burthen  in  sacred  criticism,  under  which  the 
inquirer  must  at  last  sink. 


SECT.    III. 


Of  the  dhisien  of  the  manuscripts  into  different  classes^ 
and  of  what  is  called  the  Foedus  cum  Gracis. 

\U^  must  not  suppose  that  all  the  manuscripts  of 
the  Greek  Testament  are  of  ^ual  value,  and  in 
summing  up  tlieir  evidence,  we  must  not  immediately 
determine  in  favour  of  chat  reading,  which  is  confirmed 
by  the  greatest  number  of  voices. 

I  have  spoken  above  of  the  manuscripts  which  Knittel 
calls  Ckxlices  critici,  which  are  not  taken  from  one  only, 
but  frpm  several  manuscripts^  the  transcribers  having 
adopted  those  readings,  which  appeared  to  them  to  be 
the  best.  Such  manuscripts  have  less  authority,  con- 
sidered as  evidence,  for  though  it  appears  from  them, 
that  sonoe  more  ancient  manuscript  had  this  or  that  par* 
ticular  reading,  yet  we  are  unable  to  judge  of  that  more 
ancient  manuscript,  because  they  have  not  in  all  cases 
abided  by  its  readings. 

Some  manuscripts  are  written  with  care,  others  with 
negligience :  those  which  belong  to  the  latter  class,  be* 
tray  themselves  in  general  by  frequent  omissions,  or  by 
the  substitution  of  words  of  a  similar  sound  and  mean* 
ing,  for  words  which  other  manuscripts  shew  to  be 
genuine*  These  are  of  no  autbority»  when  the  question 
rdates  to  the  omission  of  words  or  lines,  or  the  deter* 
mioation  between  readings  of  a  similar  meaning.  Those 
on  the  contrary  have  here  the  greatest  weighty  from 
whose  ortbogpiaphical  mbtakes  it  appears  that  tl^  copyists 
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were  unacquainted  witli  Greek,  and  therefore  incapable 
of  introducing  the  above-mentioned  errors. 

Some  manuscripts  have  constantly  that  reading,  which' 
is  subject  to  the  fewest  difficulties,  or  certain  words  and 
lines,  which  in  other  approved  manuscripts  are  omitted. 
It  is  evident  that  they  proceeded  from  a  transcriber,  who 
ventured  in  various  instances  to  alter  the  text.  Such 
manuscripts  have  no  right  to  a  voice,  when  the  question 
relates  to  readings  of  this  nature. 

Some  manuscripts  have,  not  only  the  Greek  text,  but 
are  accompanied  with  a  version,  which  is  either  inter- 
lined, or  in  a  parallel  column :  these  are  called  Codices 
bilingues.  The  greatest  number  is  in  Greek  and  Latin, 
and  the  Latin  version  is  in  general  one  of  those,  which 
existed  before  the  time  of  Jerom.  As  we  have  Syriac- 
Arabic,  and  Gothic-Latin  manuscripts,  it  is  probable 
that  there  existed  formerly  Greek-Syriac,  Greek-Gothic, 
and  other  manuscripts  of  that  kind,  in  which  the  origi* 
nal  and  some  version  were  written  together.  They  are 
for  this  reason  remarkable,  because  not  only  one  ver^on 
might  be  easily  altered  from  another,  but  even  the  Greek 
text  itself  from  the  translation,  with  which  it  was  accom- 
panied. 

Many  versions,  notwithstanding  their  frequent  and 
often  greater  coincidence  with  the  readings  of  ancient 
manuscripts,  have  remained  in  general  free  from  censure, 
but  to  the  Codices  Grceco-Latini  the  charge  has  beea 
laid,  that  the  Greek  text  has  been  altered  throughout 
from  the  Latin  ;  and  the  accusation  has  not  been  con- 
fined to  these  alone,  but  has  been  extended  to  many 
other  manuscripts,  the  readings  of  which  coincide  with 
the  Latin,  not  excepting  the  Codex  Alexandrinus,  which 
was  written  in  Egypt,  a  country  belonging  to  the  Greek 
diocese,  and  where  Latin  was  in  general  unknown. 
This  matter  is  of  the  more  importance,  because  in  the 
number  of  manuscripts,  which  have  been  thus  accused, 
as  well  simply  Greek,  as  Greek  and  Latin,  are  pi^sely 
the  most  ancient,  which  we  should  naturally  prefer,  on 
account  of  their  venerable  antiquity^  to  all  oUiers :  but 
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if  the  charge  be  grounded,  the  most  important  and  most 
ancient  witnesses  are  deprived  of  the  right  of  giving 
evidence,  and  we  have  no  other  resource  than  those,  which 
are  modem.  Whoever  wishes  to  examine  the  principal 
authors  on  this  subject,  may  consult  the  Histoire  du 
texte  du  N.  T.  ch.  30 — 32.  and  the  Dissertation  critique 
sur  les  nianuscrits  du  N.  T.  by  Simon,  who  has  j^iven 
the  most  learned,  and  the  very  best  account  for  the  ase 
in  which  he  lived :  my  late  father's  Tractatio  de  variis 
lectionibus  N.  T.  caute  colligendis,  ^  80 — 98.  and 
Wetstein's  Prolegomena,  in  a  great  variety  of  places, 
which  are  too  numerous  to  be  here  mentioned.  The 
two  latter  have  been  the  principal  accusers  of  what  are 
called  Latinizing  Manuscripts,  especially  Wetstein,  from 
whose  authority  the  accusation  received  very  general 
credit  The  two  principal  advocates  in  their  favour  are 
Griesbach  and  Woide,  the  former,  in  his  Symbolae  criticse. 
Vol.  I.  especially  p.  ex — cxvii.  the  latter,  in  his  preface 
to  the  Codex  Alexandrinus. 

I  formerly  took  part  with  the  accusers,  as  appears 
from  the  former  editions  of  this  Introduction,  but  I  have 
gradually  altered  my  opinion,  and  am  at  present  fully  per- 
suaded that  the  charge  is  ungrounded.  I  candidly  confes^f 
that  Griesbach  and  Woide  have  greatly  contributed  to 
confirm  me  in  this  new  opinion,  though  the  alteration 
itself  is  rather  the  result  of  my  own  private  reflexion,  of 
a  more  careful  examination  of  the  readings  of  these 
manuscripts,  and  above  all,  of  a  diligent  use  of  Hearn's 
edition,  of  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles,  from  the  Greek- 
Latin  manuscript  called  Codex  Laudianus,  in  which  the 
two  texts  are  written  in  parallel  columns  '• 

But  I  would  not  be  understood  to  assert,  that  tbe 
Greek  text  has  in  no  case  been  altered  from  tbe  Latin, 
since  any  version  whatsoever,  that  stood  in  high  au- 
thority, might  sometimes  have  had  this  influence;  for  even 
Erasmus,  in  his  edition  of  the  Greek  Testament,  altered 
many  passages  from  the  Latin.  In  cases  therefore  where 
we  have  particular  reason  to  suspect  an  alteration,  I  would 
by  no  means  deny  it,  as  for  instance  Rom.  i.  32.  where, 
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after  the  word  expressive  of  fTiyvwrij ,  the  Latin  version 
had  in  almost  all  copies  intellexerunt,  for  which  diflfereht 
Greek  manuscripts  *,  even  such  as  are  of  high  antiquity, 
have  the  following  different  readings :  ax  t¥Ofi(rM^  nx  iyfVTav, 
a  <rv¥fixav.  This  variety  betrays  a  translation  from  the 
Latin. 

fiut  if  we  except  the  few  passages,  where  there  is  some 
particular  reason  for  suspecting  a  corruption,  I  am  of 
opinion  that  the  charge,  which  has  been  laid  to  these 
ancient  and  venerable  manuscripts,  which  I  shall  severally 
describe  in  a  following  section,  is  ungrounded.  For 
their  coincidence  with  some  one  of  the  ancient  Latin 
versions,  affords  no  ground  to  conclude  that  the  former 
have  been  corrupted  from  the  latter,  as  this  similarity 
may  arise  from  a  totally  different  cause,  namely,  that 
the  Latin  versions  themselves  were  made  from  ancient 
Western  manuscripts,  which  must  of  course  resemble 
those,  that  were  written  in  the  West  in  the  sixth  and 
following  centuries.  The  Latin  versions  are  very  ancient^ 
and  therefore  made  from  very  ancient  manuscripts : 
it  is  no  disgrace  then  to  a  Greek  manuscript  of  the  sixth 
or  seventh  century  (for  these  are  the  most  ancieat 
now  extant)  or  a  proof  of  its  corruption,  if  it  coincides 
with  one  of  the  Latin  versions.  These  are  not  only  very 
numerous,  but  have  many  various  readings,  in  which 
even  the  sense  is  totally  different ;  it  may  therefore  be 
reasonably  expected,  that  an  ancient  Greek  manuscript 
should  coincide  sometimes  with  the  one,  sonoetimes  with 
the  other ;  and  if  we  had  more  remains  of  the  -old  Latin 
versions,  we  should  find  these  examples  of  coincidence 
still  greater  in  number.  But  is  this  to  be  considered  as  a 
crime  ?  and  may  we  not  ask  with  what  particular  version 
it  is  a  fault  to  be  allied  ?  or  is  the  contagion  so  general^ 
that  every  Greek  manuscript,  which  resembles  them, 
must  be  considered  as  infected  ?  The  charge  is  really  of 
too  various  a  nature  to  be  capable  of  support. 

Many  simply  Greek  manuscripts  have  readings,  which 
have  been  called  Lectiones  latinizantes :  shall  we  con- 
clude then  that  even  these  have  been  interpolated  from 
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tbe  Latin,  snd  is  no  limit  to  be  fixed  to  tbe  operatioo  of 
tlus  sup|)osed  contagion  ?  Besides,  we  have  other  ancioit 
▼eraonsy  which  have  been  made  immediately  from  tbe 
Greek,  such  as  the  Syriac  and  the  Coptic,  which  have 
frequently  those  very  readings,  that  have  formed  the 
ground  of  accusation  against  the  Codices  Graeco-Latini. 

It  is  true  that  transcribers,  in  every  age,  might  alter 
the  Greek  text  in  certain  cases*  according  to  the  reading 
of  tbe  established  version  in  the  countries,  where  they 
lived ;  but  we  must  not  forget,  that  the  old  Latin  church 
entertained  different  sentiments,  with  respect  to  tbe  Latin 
version,  from  the  more  zealous  advocates  of  the  church 
<tf  modera  Rome,  and  that  they  had  no  motive  for 
making  such  an  alteration  in  all  their  manuscripts.  It 
was  at  die  instigation  €&  Pope  Damasus  that  Jeixmi 
coirected  tbe  Latin  from  the  Greek,  a  circumstance 
universally  known  to  the  Western  church ;  and  as  the 
pre&ces  of  Jennn  were  at  that  time  constantly  prefixed 
to  Ifae  Vulgate,  it  is  yery  improbable  that  either  tran* 
scribers,  or  the  clergy,  or  the  learned  in  general  of  those 
i^es,  should  undertake  with  one  voice  to  correct  the 
Greek  finom  the  Latin,  when  they  knew  that  the  learned 
frAier  bad  made  the  former  the  basis  of  bis  alterations  in 
tba  latter. 

Some  of  tbe  manuscripts,  exposed  to  this  censure, 
were  written  in  countries,  which  give  the  charge  a  very 
Ugh  d^ee  of  improbability,  the  Alexandrine  manu- 
script for  instance,  which  was  written  in  a  country  that 
bdonged  to  tbe  Greek  diocese,  and  where  that  language 
akme  was  spoken.  It  is  surely  improbable  that  any  man, 
who  livod  in  Egypt,  would  alt^  the  Greek  original  from 
a  Latin  translation. 

JMany,  or,  to  speak  mofce  properly,  the  greatest  number 
of  these  censured  manuscripts,  coincide  in  an  equal, 
if  not  higher  degree,  with  the  Syriac  and  Coptic,  than 
with  die  Latin :  no  reason  therefore  can  be  assigned,  why 
die  sospicion  should  be  referred  to  tbe  latter,  rather  than 
to  the  former.  Tbe  readings  of  the  Cambridge  manuscript 
^ery  frequently  so  fil^  those  of  the  Syriac  version, 

ji  4  that 
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that  we  might  ricther  suppose  it  to  have  been  altered  from 
the  SyriaCy  than  from  the  Latin ;  yet  this  assertion  has 
been  made  by  no  one,  since  every  one  sees  its  impro- 
bability. The  remarkable  coincidence  with  the  Syriac 
and  Coptic  versions  is  a  proof  that  such  manuscripts, 
instead  of  being  corrupted  from  the  Latin,  were  faithfully 
taken  from  very  ancient  copies,  which  had  readings,  that 
are  not  extant  in  modem  manuscripts ;  especially  when 
we  add,  what  Griesbach  has  remarked  in  several,  that 
they  have  a  striking  affinity  with  the  readings  of  Origen, 
whose  copy  of  the  Greek  Testament  was  hardly  corrupted 
from  the  Latin. 

It  appears  from  most  of  the  Codices  Graeco^Latini, 
that  the  Latin  version  has  been  altered  froni  the  Greek 
text  of  that  copy,  to  which  it  was  annexed,  for  instance 
the  Cod.  Cant  and  Laud.  3^  The  Latin  version  in 
these  manuscripts,  varies  so  materially  from  the  other 
Latin  versions,  that  there  is  much  more  reason  to  suspect 
an  alteration  in  the  Latin,  than  in  the  Greek/ especially 
as  the  latter  is  placied  in  the  first  column.  In  reading 
the  Acts  of  the  Apostles,  published  by  Hearne,  from  the 
Cod.  Laud.  3.  every  one  must  observe,,  that  the  Latin 
has  been  frequently  altered  from  the  Greek,  even  at  the 
ex  pence  of  grammatical  accuracy.  But  it  would  be 
foreign  to  the  present  purpose,  to  support  these  assertions 
by  proofs  and  authorities,  as  the  task  has  been  already 
performed  by  Griesbach  and  Woide :  but  I  shall  take 
notice  of  some  examples  in  the  enumeration  of  the 
respective  manuscripts. 

Beside  the  more  ancient  alterations,  which  have  been, 
supposed  to  be  made  in  the  Greek  text,  it  is  asserted  by 
many  of  the  learned,  that,  at  the  council  of  Florence  held 
in  1439,  ^^^^'^  ^  ^^^^  o^  establishing  an  union  betw^ti 
the  Greek  and  Latin  churches,  a  resolution  was  formed^ 
that  the  Greeks  should  alter  their  manuscripts  from  the 
Latin.  In  the  second  edition  I  defended  this  assertion^ 
but  the  inquiries  instituted  by  Goeze,  in  his  Contiauationi 
of  the  Defence  of  the  Complutensian  edition  of  the 
New  Testament,  .p.  40—75.  have  made  me  waver  in 

my 
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my  opinion  with  respect  to  this,  article,  whicb  is  tehned 
by  the  learned,  Fcedus  cum  Grscis.  Those  who  would 
Imve  aaore  infonnatiaD  on  this  subject,  may  consult  the 
above-mentioned  treatise;  it  will  not  however  be  im- 
proper to  quote  the  words  of  some  of  the  principal 
authors,  who  have  engaged  in  this  controversy. 

Erasmus  sayis*,  Hie  obiter  illud  incidit  admonendum, 
ease  Grascorum  quosdam  novi  testamenti  codices  ad  La- 
tioorum  exemplaria.  emendatos.  Id  factum  est  in  fcedere 
Graeoorum  cum  Romana  ecclesia  quod  foedus^  testatur 
bulla,  quae  dicitur  aurea.  Visqm  enim  est  hoc  ad  fir- 
maodam  concordiam  pertinere.  £t  nos  olim  in  hujus- 
modi  codicem  incidimus,  et  talis  adhuc  dicitur  asser- 
ywi  iu  bibliothedi  Pontificid.  Verum  ex  his  corrigere 
nostras,  est  Lesbiam,  ut  aiunt,  admovere  regulam.  Illud 
potios  spectaodum  quid  legerint  veteres  Grasci,  Origenes, 
Athanasius,  Basilius,  Gregorius  Naziauzenus,  Chrysos- 
tomus,  Cyrillus,  ac  Theophylactus.  Hoc  eo  visum  est 
admonere  quod  jam  nunc  quidaiQ  jactitant,  se  trecenta 
loca  DOtasse  e  codice  pontificise  bibliothecsB,  in  quibus 
ilie  ctmsonat  cum  nostri  vulgata  editione,  cum  mea  dis- 
aoDat  Erasmus  has  this  remark,  in  the  edition,  of  1535, 
and  even  in  the  fourth  edition  of  1527,  in  his  note  to 
Luke  X.  i.  though  in  different  words.  But  it  does  not 
appear  whence  be  Has  taken  his  account,  no  traces  of  it 
are  to.be  discovered  in  the  history  of  the  council  of 
Florence,  the  most  learned  catholics,  who  have  been 
able  to  obtain  the  best  information  %  Simon  and 
Blanchini,  absolutely  deny  it;  and  the  latter,  in  a 
book  published  under  the  authority  of  the  Pope,  calls 
a  correction  of  this  nature  ^  emeodationem  vel  potius 
depfavationem,'  which,  he  says,  Greek  parasites  perhaps 

may 

■  Id  the  fifth  ediUon  of  the  New  Testament,  printed  in  1535,  in 
the  Capita  argumentorum  contra  morosos  qaosdam  et  indoctos.  I  had 
IbiUrwed  Blancbtni,  and  quoted  it  as  in  the  fourth  edition,  bttt  Ooeae 
has  corrected  the  mistake. 

^  He  qootea  therefore  the  golden  Ball,  as  a  proof  of  the  Foedus  cum 
Graecis,  out  of  the  ag^eemeot  to  alter  the'  Greek  XatlX  from  the  Latin. 

^  See  Goese's  Defeuce,  p.  44 — 50. 
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may  have  privately  attonpMd  in  Italy^  Now  it  is  very 
possible  that  Erasmus  bad  seen  some  such  manuscript^ 
that  had  been  altered  from  the  Litiny  but  it  is  mere 
conjecture  that  the  alteration  was  made  in  consequmoe 
of  the  FfBdus  cum  Grseds.  He  was  at  that  time  occu'^ 
pied  with  a  defence  of  his  own  editions,  and  Goeze  haa 
shewn  it  to  be  probable,  that  this  was  intended  as  an 
answer  to  an  objection  made  by  Sepulveda,  in  a  letter 
dated  Nov.  i,  1533)  (which  Goeze  has  reprinted,  p.  56 
— 58)  where  he  speaks  of  365  false  readings.  It  is  not 
improbable  therefore  that  Erasmus  in  bis  answer  asserted 
too  mud),  as  we  seldom  think  so  coolly  in  disputation 
as  at  other  times,  and  Erasmus  was  not  endued  with  the 
gentle  manners  of  Sepulveda.  His  itemark  on  Luke  x.  i. 
is  certainly  erroneous,  or  he  must  have  understood  by 
the  title  FcBdus  cum  Graecis,  something  different  from 
the  proposed  union  between  the  two  churches  at  the 
council  of  Florence,  for  he  writes,  quasi  nesciamus  post 
GrsMios  in  concordiam  Romanse  sedis  receptos,  et  codi* 
ces  illorum  ad  latinorum  exemplaria  fuisse  emendatos. 
Quorum  de  numero  multis  argumentis  fuisse  coUigo 
codicem  ilium  Uteris  majusculis  descriptum.  Now  it 
appears,  on  comparing  this  p/issage  with  that  in  his 
Capita,  that  he  means  the  famous^  Codex  Vaticanus, 
but  this  was  written  undoubtedly  many  ages  prior  to 
ibe  council  of  Florence,  being  one  of  the  most  ancient 
manuscripts  now  extant'. 

There  is  an  answer  of  Sepulveda  to  Erasmus,  dated 
May  33,  1 534,  which  some  consider  as  the  most  Impor* 
tant  evidence  in  favour  of  the  above-mentioned  agree^ 
ment,  others  as  a  proof  of  the  contraiy :  this  arises  partly 
from  the  obscurity  of  Sepulveda's  expressions,  partly 
through  the  want  of  being  in  possession  of  the  letter  of 
Erasmus.  That  the  reader  may  judge  for  himself,  I  will 
transcribe  the  whole  of  what  relates  to  this  subject 
Quod  pertinet  ad  librum  pontificium',  Grsecos  codices 
N.  T.  Graecorum  quorundam  vel  malitia  vel  levitate 
fuisse  depravatos  id  ipsum  quod  scribis  fides  est  indu- 
bitata,  quod  inGrsecorum  ad  sanitatem  redeuntium 

ftederd 

'  Codicem  Vatictntun. 
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foedere  cautum  fiierit*,  ut  Greeci  codices  ad  Romatrnm' 
lectionem  emendarentur,  quomodo  enitn  poterant  clarhis 
utrique  contestant  exemplaria  Romana  lectionem  veram 
et  germanam  retinere,  Grsecorum  esse  vitiata?    Nam 
quod  ais,  grcecam  lectionem  ex  gnecis  auctoribus  esse 
petendam,  diceres  aliquid  si  rationem  Graeci  sermonis 
affirmares  a  Grsecis  commodius  qnam  a  Latinis  expli* 
can  :  at  libros  archetypos^  fmidamenta  nostras  religionb 
continentes,  cur  non  credamus  sanctius,  gravius  el  in- 
corruptius  asservatos  esse  in  scriniis  ac  bibliotbecis  ec- 
clesias  Romanft;,  que  caput  est  Christianorum,  et  semper 
fiiit  norma  catholics  pietatis,  quam  in  Grsecia,  quae  %m\ye 
fuit  hasreticorum  et  levissimoram  bominum  fraudibus  et 
motu  rerom  novarum  agitata.     Quod  accidisse  certum 
est  in  LXX  decretis  concilii  Nicceni,  quae  cum  integra 
in  scriniis  ecclesias  Komanas  asservarentur,  tamen  ad  On* 
entem  in  quibusdam  ecclesiis  incensa  sunt,  in  aliis  ad 
minorem  numerum  redacta,   sablatis  videlicet  quae  ip- 
sorum    conciliis    et   conatibus  obstare   videbantur,    ut 
Athanasius,  et  casteri  episcopi  ex  Alexandrine  synodo  ad 
Kiarcum  Papam  conqueruntur>  a  quo  exemplum  de* 
cretonim  ipsorum,  quod  petebant,  receperunt     Adda 
quod  libri  tutiores  ab  injuriis  esse  solent,  et  minus  a 
parum  doctis  scholia  saepe  cum  scripturis  confimdentibus 
▼itiariy  ubi  a  paucioribus  vel  leguntor  vel  intelliguntur^ 
nisi  forte  hoc  dicis  placuisse  in  foedere,  ut  dictio  Grasca 
emendaretur  ad  Latinam,  quod  nee  ^t  probabile,  pne- 
terquam  in  certo  aliquo   loco^  et  nunquam   factum 

fuisse 

*  Some  undiretand  by  this  clause,  '  provision  was  made  that  the 
Greek  manuscripts  should  be  corrected/  but  Goeze,  p.  71.  explains  it, 
*  provision  was  made  that  the  Greek  manuscripts  should  not  be  cor- 
rectedy'  an  explanation  to  which  I  cannot  subscribe.  Blanch ini,  proba- 
bly through  mistake,  has  printed  ne  instead  of  ut :  it  seems  as  if  he 
took  the  words  in  the  same  sense  as  Gueze,  that  he  retained  in  his 
memory  their  meaning,  which  he  expressed  more  clearly  in  other 
words. 

'  it  is  uncertain  whether  the  Roman  Vulgate,  or  the  Vatican  copy 
ai  the  Greek  text,  is  here  meant  It  appears  to  me,  that  Sepulveck 
himself  ibubted  what  sense  he  should  ascribe  to  the  expression  of 
£nsmus\ 

^  I  am  unable  to  comprehend  the  meaning  of  these  words.  Perhaps 

the 
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fuisse  certum  babeo :  nam  articulum^  quem  dtas  ex  aureft 
bull^  lioet  duas  aureas  buUas  in  libro  concfliorum  per- 
l^rim,  invenire  nusquam  potui  \  Quam  igitur  dicas, 
et  unde  nobis  petenda  sit,  obsecro  te  ne  graveris  ad  nos 
perscribere.  The  beginning  of  this  quotation  I  under- 
stand as  follows :  '  With  respect  to  the  manuscript  in 
the  Pope  s  library,  it  follows,  from  the  account  which 
you  have  given  me,  that  Greek  manuscripts  have  been 
corrupted  by  the  malice  or  levity  of  certain  Greeks, 
since  you  say,  that  in  the  articles  of  agreement  made 
with  the  Greeks,  who  were  on  the  point  of  returning  to 
the  true  faith,  it  was  resolved  that  the  Greek  manu- 
scripts should  be  corrected  according  to  the  Roman 
readings^.  For  how  could  both  parties  give  a  stronger 
proof  that  the  Roman  readings  were  genuine,  and  the 
Greek  corrupted  ? '  -Sepulveda  then,  before  he  had  re- 
ceived this  letter  from  Erasmus,  had  never  heard  of  thia 
article  in  the  Fcedus  cum  Grascis,  and  it  appears  that 
be  takes  it  upon  trust,  and  draws  conclusions  from  it 
against  Erasmus.  He  appears,  at  the  same  time,  to  be 
in  doubt  what  should  serve  as  a  basis  for  the  correctioa 
of  the  Greek  text,  whether  ancient,  and  correct  manu* 
scripts  in  the  Pope's  library,  or  the  Vulgate:  he  not 
only  mentions  the.  latter  as  highly  improbable,  but  chal- 
lenges Erasmus  to  quote  the  passage,  where  he  has 
found  it. 

The  only  inference  to  be  deduced  from  these  premises 
is,  that  the  pretended  agreement  in  the  Fcedus  cum 
Graecis  is  a  mere  conjecture  of  Ei'asmus,.  to  which  he 
had  recourse,  as  a  refuge  in  a  matter  of  controversy.   At 

the 

tbe  true  reading  it  '  incerto'  in  one  ivord,  in  which  case  the  sense 
would  be  '  it  is  not  probable  that  an  order  should  have  b^en  given  to 
correct  Greek  manoFcript3  from  the  Latin,  unless  it  were  in  dubious 
passages,  where  a  very  ancient  version  alone  could  determine  which 
of  tbe  various  readings  of  the  Greek  text  was  the  true  one'/ 

'  It  seems  that  Sepulveda  uuderstood  the  expression  in  the  letter 
of  Erasmus,  in  tbe  same  sense  as  many  understand  it  in  the  passage 
which  1  have  above  quoted,  namely,  that  Erasmus  cited  the  goldea 
Bull,  as  a  proof  of  the  agreement  made  to  alter  the  Greek  text  froia 
the  Latin.    See  above  Note  (^). 
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the  same  time  I  admit,  what  is  asserted  by  Blanehini  ^^ 
and  not'  denied  by  Goeze,  that  Greek  parasites,  who 
after  the  taking  of  Constantinople  were  obl^d  to 
seek  their  bread  in  Romish  countries,  undertook  alter-* 
ations  in  the  Greek  text,  through  a  mistaken  zeal  for 
the  church  of  Rome.  But  this  circumstance  can  affect 
only  those  manuscripts,  which  were  written  after  the 
7^r  1453>  ^^^  which  in  other  respects  are  entided 
to  no  authority,  for  instance  the  Cod.  Montfortianus, 
and  Ravianus.  Fortunately,  however,  the  manuscripts 
of  this  description  are  very  few  in  number,  and  were  we 
not  in  possession  of  these  two,*  we  should  hardly  have 
known  that  any  alterations  had  been  made.'  In  regard 
to  the  accusation  of  £rasmus,  it  is  extraordinary  that  it 
should  have  been  made,  not  only  without  evidence,  but 
by  the  very  man,  who  himself  is  the  most  exposed  to  the 
charge,  since  in  bis-  edition  of  the  Greek  Testament,  a 
very  great  number  of  passages  were  Altered,  merely  on 
the  authority  of  the  Latin,  which  alterations  have  been 
transmitted  to  later  editions,  though  ratified  by  no 
Greek  manuscript. 

Every  man,  who  is  acquainted  with  the  various  read- 
ily of  the  N.  T.,  must  observe,  that  <:ertain  manuscripts 
have  an  affinity  to  each  other,  and  that  their  text  id 
distinguished  by  characteristic  marks,  from<  that  of 
others.  It  is  evident  that  two  manuscripts,  of  which  the 
one  is  a  copy  of  the  other,  are  entitled  only  to  one  voice: 
if  this  affinity  be  found  in  manuscripts,  of  which  the  one 
is  not  copied  from  the  other,  it  must  be  explained  on 
the  principle,  that  they  are  derived  from  a  common 
source.  Bengel,  in  his  Introductio  in  crisin  N.  T.  ^  27 
— 30.  expresses  this  relationship  by  the  word  faroiliai 
bat  Griesbach  uses  the  term  recensio  ^,  that  is,  edition, 
a  word  which  I  shall  adopt  in  this  Ititroduction.  These 
editiond  depend  on  the  diversity  of  time  and  place.  If 
the  text  of  the  Greek  Testament  has  in  the  course  of 
ages  been  altered,  either  through  neglAt,  or  by  pre- 
tended 

^  Hit  exprenBion  is  Graecolum  parasitum  in  Italia  versatutn  id  oltro 
dancoiiiia  fecitac<  ■      EvaDgclittrium  qaadruplex,Tom.  L  p.  495- 
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tended  oorrectioos,  we  must  expect  to  find  ki  moden^ 
maauscripts,  readings  which  exist  not  in  tiie  more 
ancient,  and  these,  by  reason  of  their  antiquity,  will 
resemble  each  other,  because  they  had  not  the  readings, 
which  were  afterwards  introduced ;  and  they  are  entitled 
to  the  preference,  even  though  the  later  alterations 
should  discover  the  greatest  judgment  and  penetration. 
It  must  be  remarked  at  the  same  time,  that  a  manuscript^ 
written  in  a  later  century,  may  properly  belong  to  an 
ancient  edition ;  for  instance,  a  manuscript  of  the  twelfth 
oentury,  if  it  be  a  faithful  copy  of  one  written  in  the 
sixth  or  eighth  century.  This  is  really  the  case  with 
sooie  of  our  manuscripts^  which,  though  themselves  of 
IK>  high  antiquity,  have  the  readings  of  those,  which  are 
HKXst  aocieiit. 

A  diversity  of  country  will  likewise  produce  a  diver- 
$ity  ia  the  editions.  It  appears  from  the  subscriptions 
of  very  many  manuscripts^  hi  which  we  are  in  possession^ 
that  tbey  were  written  on  Mount  Athos,  ^here  the 
monks  employed  themselves  in  writing  copies  of  the 
Greek  Testament :  here  then  it  is  reasonable  to  suppose, 
that  all  the  manuscripts,  which  come  from  that  quarter, 
must  resemble  each  other,  since  the  transcribers  hardly 
took  the  pains  to  procure  copies,  the  readings  of  which 
differed  from  those  which  were  in  common  use :  but  at 
the  saitte  time  it  is  posuble,  that  a  manuscript  might 
have  been  brotifibt  thither  from  some  distant  country, 
and  there  copied  anew.  As  different  countries  had  dtf- 
fereift  versions,  aocordins  to  their  respective  languages, 
the  West  of  Europe,  vmere  Latin,  the  North  where 
Slavonian  was  spoken,  likewise  Egypl^  Syria,  or  to 
speak  more  properly,  Osnioene,  the  manusaipts  of  those 
oounlries  must  necessarily  resemble  the  respective  ver« 
aioDs,  not  because  the  former  have  been  altered  from  the 
latter,  but  because  the  versions  were  made  fi'om  such 
manuscriptB,  as  were  ia  common  use  in  those  re^)ective 
districts.  In  forming  a  judgment  therefore  of  the  edi- 
tions of  different  countries,  we  milst  compare  with  the 
manuscripts  both  the  versions  of  tliose  countries^  and 
5  the 
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tfae  qnotatioiiB  of  those  faliiers,  who  lived  aad  wrote 
there.  It  n  hardly  necessary  to  remark  that  age,  and 
eoootry^  will  be  sometiiDes  at  variance  with  each  other, 
and  that  an  editioo,  especially  the  Byzantine,  will  some^ 
tmies  vary  in  both :  likewise  that  the  principal  editions, 
into  whidi  the  manuscripts  of  the  Greek  Testament  are 
divided,  are  again  capable  of  subdivisions:  for  thete 
are  remarks  which  must  occur  of  themselves  to  every 


No  man  has  deserved  so  hi^ly  of  the  public,  in  re* 
gird  to  the  arrangement  of  the  manuscripts  of  the  Greek 
Testament  under  their  respective  editions,  as  Griesbach. 
See  particularly  his  Symbote  crkicte,  p.  cKvii — cxxii. 
wh^e  be  has  promised  a  more  complete  account  in  his 
second  volume.  He  assumes  the  three  following  prin- 
dfiai  editions.  1.  The  Western  ^  edition.  2.  The 
Aiexaodrine  edition.  3.  The  Byzantine  edition,  or, 
as  he  likewise  not  improperly  terms  it,  the  Eastern  edi« 
lioo;  but  in  the  following  statement  I  wilt  avoid  this 
expression,  because  there  was  a  still  more  Eastern  edi- 
lioo,  which  has  been  copied  most  frequently  in  the 
extremity  of  the  West. 

It  app^srs  to  me,  that  tbere  have  existed  four  prin* 
Qfml  editions : 

1*  The  Western  edition,  or  that  formerly  used  in 
ooimlriea  where  the  Latin  language  was  spoken,  for  our 
modem  manuscripts  have  been  chiefly  brought  from 
Greece.  With  this  edition  coincide  the  Latin  version, 
wfaidi  was  made  from  it,  more  especially  as  it  stood  be- 
fore the  time  of  Jerom^  and  the  quotations  of  the  Latin 
lathers,  not  excepting  those  who  lived  in.  Africa,  though 
JenxD,  in  his  correction  of  the  Vulgate,  made  frequent 
use  of  manuscripts,  that  were  written  in  Greece.  We  may 
in  some  measure  assume  a  two-fold  Western  edition,  one 
of  which  has  a  striking  affinity  with  the  Syriac  veroon. 

2.  The  Atexamdrine,  or  Egyptian  edition.  With 
Ifaia,  as  might  be  naturally  expected,  coincide  the  quo- 
tatioiis-  of  Origen,  which  Griesbach  has  collated  with 
very  particular  care,  as  also  the  Coptic  versbn. 
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3.  The  Edessene  edition,  which  t  com pieEieDds  those 
manuscripts,  from  which  the  old  Syriac  versioa  waB 
made.  Of  this  edition  we  have  at  present  no  mana- 
soripts,  a  circumstance  by  no  means  extraordinary,  whea 
we  recollect  that  the  Syriac  (tterati  had  an  early  preju^ 
dice  for  whatever  was  Grecian,  and  that  the  East« 
during  many  ages,  that  elapsed  after  the  fifth  century, 
was  the  seat  of  war  and  devastation.  But  by  some  acci^ 
dent,  which  is  difficult  to  be  explained,  we  find  .manu'? 
scripts  in  the  West  of  Europe,  accompanied  even  wiih  a 
Latin  translation,  such  as  the  Codex  Bezas,  which  so  ^ 
eminently  coincide  with  the  Syriac  version,  that  their  " 
relationship  is  not  to  be  denied.  The  new  Syriac  version 
belongs  not  properly  to  this  edition,  because  manuscripts 
were  used  from  the  library  of  Alexandria.. 

All  these  three  ediUons5  though  they  sometimes  diffisr 
in  their  readings,  harmonize  very  frequently,  with  each 
other.  This  is  to  be  ascribed  in  a  great  measure  to  their 
high  antiquity,  for  our  oldest  manuscripts  belong  to  one 
of  these  editions,  and  the  translations  themselves  are 
very  ancient  A  reading,  confirmed  by  the  evidence  of 
all  these  three  editions,  is  supported  by  the  very  highest 
authority,  but  it  must  not  be  ccHisidered  as  infallible, 
since  the  true  reading  may  be  sometimes  found  only  ia 
tile  fourth.  As  these  three  editions  themselves  vary  at  * 
times  materially  from  each  other,  we  may  conclude  that 
alterations,  or  pretended  improvements,  were  made  in 
a  very  early  age  in  tiie  Greek  text,  which  were  different 
in  different  countries.    To  the  foregoing  may  be  added, 

4.  The  Byzantine  edition,  or  that  in  general  use  at 
Constantinople,  after  this  city  was  become  the  capital 
and  metropolitan  See  of  the  East^ti  empire.  With  this 
edition,  those  of  the  neighbouring  provinces  were  closely 
allied.  Though  we  have  no  proofs  with  respect  to  Asia 
Minor,  no  doubt  can  be  made  that  they  belonged  to 
this  principal  edition ;  the  greatest  number  of  manu- 
scripts, writtea  on  Mount  Athos,  are  evidently  of  the 
Byzantine  edition,  and  the  same  may  probably  be  said 
of  almost  aU  Greece,  and  of  the  islands,  not  excepting 

perhaps 
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peiliaps  the  Rhodian  manuscript,  which,  though  highly 
celebrated,  is  to  us  totally  unknown.  It  is  certain,,  or 
at  Jeast  highly  probable;  that  almost  all  the  Moscow 
manuscripts,  of  which  Matthai  has  given  extracts,  came 
originally  from  these  countries,  and  belong  therefore  to 
this  edition,  or,  to  speak  more  properly,  to  the  later 
Byzantine  edition,  since  none  of  them  is  more  ancient 
tiian  the  eleventh  century.  To  this  editbn  are  likewise 
to  be  referred  the  quotations  of  Chrysostom,  and  Theo- 
phylact  bishop  of  Bulgaria,  with  the  Slavonian,  or  Rus- 
sian version :  among  these  is  observed  a  ver j  frequent 
coincidence. 

Since  many  alterations  were  unavoidably  made,  in 
the  series  of  years  that  elapsed  between  the  fourth  and 
fifteenth  centuries,  we  may  divide  the  Byzantine  edition 
iota  the  ancient,  and  |he  modem.  The  readings  of  the 
fijzantine  edition  are  those  which  are  commonly  found 
m  our  printed  text  of  the  Greek  Testament,  which 
varies  very  frequently,  from  those  of  the  three  first 
editions*. 

It  must  be  further  remarked,  that  a  manuscript  has 
not  neoeasarily  the  readings  that  were  most  usua^  in  the 
provinoe  in  which  it  was  written,  for  it  may  be  a  copy 
of  one  brought  by  accident  from  a  distant  countiy. 
Manuscripts  likewise^  which  contain  the  whole  t)f  the 
N.T.,  may  in  different  parts  follow  difierent  editions. 
Griesbacb  has  observed^  that  the  Codex  Alexandrinus 
follows  in  the  Gospels  the  Byzantine  edition,  in  the 
Epistles  of  St  Paul  the  Alexandrine,  in  the  Acts  of  the  ^ 
ApoBtieSy  and  the  catholic  epistles,  the  Western  edition  ^ 
Lasdy,  the  more  modem  the  manuscripts,  the  less  pure 
is  the  edition,  as  they  contain  a  mixture  of  readings  from 
several  editions. 
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£urifier  division  of  the  manuscripts  oftheGreck  Testament. 

pE  W  Manuscripts  contain  the  whole  New  Testament, 
which  transcribers  have  generalty  cBvided  into  three 
parts,  the  first  containing  the  four  Gospels,  the  second 
the  Epistles  and  Acts  of  the  Apostles,  the  third  the  Re- 
vdation  of  St.  John,    The  greatest  number  are  those 
which  contain  the  first  part ;  those  which  have  ii\e  second, 
or  the  first  and  second  together,  are  likewiise  numerous, 
but  tbose  of .  the  third  are  extremely  few.    To  thb 
inust  be  added,  that  ih  many  manuscripts  are  omitted 
those    epistles,   whose  divine  authority  was    formerly 
doubted.     We  must  not  therefore  conclude,  that  this 
or  that  known-  manuscript  has  the  reading  of  the"  printed 
text,  because  it  is  not  quoted  among  the  number  of 
those,  which  have  a  different  reading ;  For  it  is  possible 
tliat  the  book  itself,  of  which  the  passage  in  question  is 
a  part,  inay  be  wanting  in  that  manuscript.     To  prevent  * 
mistakes  of  this*  kind,  every  critic  should  have  a  table  cf 
the '  contents  of  each  manuscript.     Besides,  the  ancient ' 
manuscripts  have  many  chasms,  whole  leaves  and  sheets 
being  frequently  wacnting  r  it  is  necessary  therefore  that  * 
a  critic  1)6  acquainted  with  these  chasms,  since  he  might 
othern-ise  condtidfe  that  a  manuscript,  not  quoted  for  a 
Various  reading;  coincided  with  Ae*  printed  text,  though 
the  passage  itsdf  having  been*  erased,  it  could  afford  no 
^ideuce,  either  for  or  against  the  reading.     This  obser- 
vation may  be  especially  applied  to  such  manuscripts,  as^ 
contain  not  whole  books,  but  only  fitigments. 
^  The  collectors  of  varfons  readings  wouM  ha?ee  pre-  * 
vented  a  variety  of  mistakes,  which  without  the  vefy^ 
best  memory  are  unavoidable,  in  respect  to  these  chasms^ 
if  they  had  quoted  not  only  the  manuscripts  which  de-* 
viated  from,  but  likewise  those  which  confinned  the 
cojvnion  text.     This  accuracy  has  been  observed  in  no 
critical  edition  of  the  Greek  Testament,  though  it  would 
enable  us  to  examine  the  whole  evidence  at  a  single 

•view^ 
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view.    An  edition,  founded  op  tjl|e$e  pripcif^l^s^  ^^ould 
be  of  great  value  in  sacit^d  criticbqi ;  but  s^  it  would  be 
neentory  to  collate  anew  the  manuscript^,  which  have 
been  ateady  exanuned^  the  undei;taking:  would  be  toq^^ 
^eat  for  any  single  personi  unle«i  he  wer0  ent^bledi  a3 . 
Keookatt  by  tbe  bfaerali^  ^  the.Englisbi  to  call  ici  the . 
aid  of  many  of  the- leavned*.     .  .  .  i 

The  move.'  or  less  frequent  use  wbic^  hast  beisn  ai<de  t 
of  the  oitaiiKri^,  is  acAother  grouad  of  diyisio^,  yvhich 
it  is  necbsaary  to  obaerve^^  because  ^witbogt  this  distiac* . 
tioo,  we  shall  be  exposed  to  the  dappr .  of  quoting  loa- 
ouscripts  in  favour  of  a  readings  at  the  very  lime  wbea 
their  evidence  is  in  favour  of  the  contrary. 
-  1.  Tbeite  are' many  maauscripta  whiieh  have  taan  ex- 
aniaed  only  for. a  single  ttet,  suoh  as  I  JiA^t  v»  7.  or. 
at  the  utnost  for  a  veiy  fow.    Even  in  W^tsteia'^  «a-; 
takigpie  of  the  mamtseripts^  used  in  hi$  edition*  of  the 
Gmek  Testament,  ane  sevei^l  of!  this  kind.;  met  mmb, 
net  tberefore  conclnde,  because  Wetslan  hae  de|cnb6d» 
ia  his   Prolegomeaa,  seventy-^^ne  maauscriptft  of  the' 
epistks  of  $t.  Panly  tbait'  thirty-six  are  in  favoar  of. 
some  particular,  readings  *  when  thiityH&v0  are  quoted , 

a*   There  are  other  manascripts  which  have  been^ 
fMwitied  fipom  the  be^nniog  to  the  end^  but  not  com* 
fiefedy,  and  ia  respect  to  all  the  readings*    The  critics^ 
aho  have  used  them,  have  extracted^  only  such  as  ap-. 
peered  to  them:  to  be  geaiiine,  or,  if  not  genuine^  at, 
least  worthy  of  notice:  at  otheir  times,  those,  only  have 
been  aeleded,  which  answered  some  particular  purpose ; 
as  for  iDstaiice,  in  the  edition  of  the  Greek  Testament 
by  Goklbagen^  the  editor  extracted  from  the  manuscript 
piesenred  at  Molaheim,  those  readings  only  which  Imtf 
omaize  with  the  Vulgate,  in .  opposition  -to  the  priuted : 
Gieek  text.    In  this  oaae  a  critic  renders-  his  own  evin: 
deace  ia  soaoe  respects  inadmissible,  for  since  he  quotes 
only  <inB  speeiea  of  readings,  it*  is  impossible  to  form  an 
adeqoaie  judgment ^  of  the  whole^   and  to  determine^: 
whether  these  readings  are  to  beioeforred  to  thosd  which  i 
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have  been  corrupted  from  the  Vulgate,  or  being  them- 
selves genuine,  confirm  those  of  the  Vulgate. 

3.  The  third  class  consists  of  such  as  either  have  been, 
or  at  feast  are  said  to  have  been|  completely  and  accu- 
rately toHalied.  This  is  so  difficult  an  undertaking,  and 
requires  frot  only  such  good  eyes,  but  so  much  phl^« 
matic  patience,  that  we  can  hardly  expect  to  find  in  cri- 
tical catrfogues,  all  the  various  readings  of  a  manuscript 
v^hrch  has  been  only  once  collated.  On  a  new  revision,  not 
only  omissions,  but  errors  are  generally  found  in  the 
preceding  catalogues ;  and  Wetstein,  in  collating  many 
manuscripts  anew,  made  discoveries  which  had  wholly 
escaped  the  notice  of  his  predecessors. 

4.  The  fourth  class  consists  of  such  as  have  been  com* 
pletely  an()  accurately  collated  more  than  once,  of  whose 
various  readings,  therefore,  we  have  more  reason  to  ex- 
pect a  perfect  catalogue.  But  here  again  we  are  in  dag- 
ger of  feAWtig  into  an  evil,  for  which  the  fifth  class  alone, 
which  I  shall  presently  mention,  can  afford  a  cure. 
When  various  readings  are  transferred  from  onc^  critical 
edition  to  another,  as  from  that  of  Gr^ory  to  Mill's 
edition,  and  from  the  latter  to  those  of  Bengel  and 
Wetstein,  it  is  unavoidable  that  the  manuscripts  ^ould 
be  sometimes  falsely  named,  at  other  times  various  read- 
ings omitted  :  and  as  Wetstein  has  marked  by  cvphers, 
manuscripts  that  in  former  editions  had  been  denoted 
by  the  initial  letters,  he  could  hardly  avoid  substitut* 
ing,  in  some  cases,  one  figure  instead  of  another.  These 
are  inaccuracies,  w||jjgh  not  only  may,  but  actually  have 
happened.  To  tmsmust  be  added,  that  in  one  critical 
edition,  perhaps  those  manuscripts  only  are,  quoted, 
whose  readings  differ  from  the  text  of  that  edition ;  that 
in  a  subsequent  edition,  a  different  text  is  chosen  as  the 
basis,  the  editor  of  which  neglects  to  mention  those  ma- 
nuscripts which  differ  from  his  text,  because  they  coin- 
cide with  that  of  his  predecessors ;  whence  it  follows,  that 
those  extracts,  which  in  the  first  edition  were  accorata 
and  complete,  are  in  the  following  edition  not  only  im- 
perfect, but  ^sometimes  feise  \ 

5.  The 
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5.  The  fifth  class,  which  is  by-ftur  the  roost  valuable, 
consists  of  such  as  have  been  printed  word  for  word,  and 
ibnn  therefore  an  original,  unmixed  edition  of  the  Greek 
Testamenl^  We  can  boast  only  of  very  few  manuscripts 
of  this  Icind.  Heame  printed  at  Oxford,  in  1 7 1 5,  the 
Acts  of  the  Apostles  in  Greek  and  Latin,  from  the  Co- 
dex Laudianus  3. ;  Knittel  has.  annexed  to  his  edition 
of  Ulphilas,  p.  53 — 1 1 8.  a  copy  of  two  v^  ancient 
fiBgmeots,  preserved  in  the  library  oC  Wolfenbiittei,  the 
one  of  the  four  Gospels  in  general  \  the  other  of  St 
Luke  and  St  John';  Woide  printed  in  1786,  the 
Codex  Aiexaodrinus,  line  for  line,  with  types  cast  for 
that  purpose,  and  perfectly  similar  to  the  ori^naL  ma« 
nuacript;  and  the  University  of  Cambridge  has  resdved 
to  publish,  in  a  nmilar  manner,  the-  Cod.  Cant  L,  or, 
as  it  is  sometimes  called,  tlie  Codex  Bezie,.  the  care  of 
which  is  intrusted  to  Dr.  Kipling,  a  publication  which 
will  be  thankfully  received  by  evei^  friend  to  sacred 
criticism  \  It  was  the  intention  of  the  Abb6  Spoletti, 
a  few  years  ago,  to  publish  this  whole  of  the  celebrated 
Codex  VaticanuSt  which  would  likewise  have  been  a 
Boat  valuable  accession^  since  a  more  important  maau* 
script  is  hardly  to  be  found  in  att  Europe.  He  delivered 
for  this  purpose  a  memorial  to  the  Pope  ;  but  the  design 
was  not  put  into  execution»  either  because  the  Pope 
asfiised  his  assent,  or  the  Abb6  abandoned  it  himself.  See 
the  Orient  Bibt  Vol  XXU.  No.  333-  and  VoL  XXIIL 

Na  348  ^ 

Accurate  and  complete  impressions,  of  such  ancient 
and  ioiportant  manusfl'ipts,  would  be  of  great  value. 
Dot  only  in  points  of  criticism,  but  to  our  religion  itself. 
^  these  means,  very  numerous  errors  might  have  been 
avoided,  and  our  collection  of  readings,  which  at  pre- 
sent is  vesy  imperfect,  might  have  been  rendered  com- 
plete :  copies  of  manuscripts,  printed  like  the  Codex 
Alexandrinus^  which  perfectly  resembles  the  origmal, 
would  contribute  in  a  very  eminent  degree  to  the  ad- 
▼aDcement  of  biblical  criticism  ;  and  without  tliis  assist- 
ancci  we  have  reason  to.fear,  that  in  a  couple  of  centuries 
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our  collection  of  readings  wiil  &H  into  sncb  cobfusion, 
B&  to  render  it  necessary  to  collate  again  the  manuscripts 
Miiich  bate  been  already  eacamiDed.  If  several  editions, 
like  tbat  of  Wetstein)  sboold  hereafter  be  publiebed,  it  is 
probable  that  so  much  inaccuracy  will  arise,  from  the 
errors  of  transcribers,  and  printers,  that  it  will  be 
always  necessary  to  have  recourse  to  the  more  suicieilt 
editions  ;  and  even  this. will  be  attended  with  no  abso- 
lute certainty,  as  it  may  be  diflScult  to  determine,  whe^ 
tber  the  new  editor  neglected  by  mistake  lo  quote  a  ma* 
nuscript,  or  wihether  he  omitted  it  by  design,  as  having 
beed  improperly  quoted  by  the  former  editor.  ExamirieB 
of  this  nature  I  have  found  in  Wetstein,  wfaere  be  has 
omitted  readings,  that  are  contained  in  Mill's  edition;, 
without  mentioning  tbat  Mill  was  mistaken.    . 

A  very  vatvabfe  library  mi^  be  coiii|x»ed  of  the 
impressions  of  ancient  manuscdpts,  ^hicb^  though  too 
expensive  for  a  private  person,  should  be  admitted  into 
every  Univei-sity  collection;  especially  the  Alexandrine 
and  Cambridge  manuscripts^  to  which  I  would  add^  if 
it  were  now  possible  to  procure  it,  Heame's  edition  of 
the  Codex  Laudianus  3.  A  plan  of  this  sort  could. be 
executed  only  ii>  fingknd,  by  a  private  subscriptioo^ 
where  a  zeal  is  frequently  displayed  in  literary  under- 
dertakings,  tliat  is  unknown  in  other  countries  ;  and  it 
were  to  be  wished  that  the  project  were  begun,  befois 
length  of  time  had  rend^ed  the  aoanuscripts  illegible^ 
and  the  attempt  therefore  fruitless.  Ten  thousand 
pounds  would  go  a  greA  way  toward  the  fulfilling  of 
this  request,  if  the  learned  thenBelves  did  not  augment 
the  difficulty  of  the  undertaking,  by  ad<fing  their  own 
critical  reufiarks,  and  endeavouring  tfaeteby  to  reeoai«» 
mend  their  publications,  rather  than  by  preseAticg  to 
the  public  a  faithful  copy  of  the  original.  Should  pos-^ 
terity  be  put  in  possession  of  faithfiil  impressions  of  im-^ 
portant  manuscripts,  an  acquisition  which  would  ren«^ 
der  the  highest  service  to  sacred  criticism,  all  these  edU 
tions  of  the  New  Testament  should  be  r^ulated  on  tbe 
same  plan,  as  IJearne  s  edition  of  tbe  Acts  of  tbe  Apoydesw 
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Oa  the.  iAer  hand^  impressions  lof  modern  raaouscriptf 
would  be  apt  only  us^ss^  but  even  burthenspme,  sucb 
for  ioslftpce  as  Uutt  li^bioh  £sch0Djt>ach  proppsed  to  pub* 
Jiaht  With  the  addiUQn  of  yaiious  refidipgisi  from  sisi  other 
manuscript^.  We  know  npthiog  iDore  of  it,  ttiao  that 
it  vaa  brought  from  Coiistantioople»  aiMl  written^  before 
jthe  year  4391 :  he  abandoaed  however  hia  design,  which 
is  00  loss  to  biblical  critic'tsm  ^ 

Lastly,  may  be  mentioned  those  manuscripts,  from 
which  the  learoed  have  given  extracts,  without  ckserib* 
log  the  ipaQuscripts  tbetnaelves,  so  as  to^listinguish  them 
from  othaiB.  It  was  the  aiicient  mode  of  quoting  t<k 
say  ttBstdy,  Codex,  or  Codioas;  and  ti:iough  eritics  men* 
timied  the  oamber  of  manuscripts  which  they  used,  yet 
in  the  quotattoa  of  readings^  (bait  differed  from  the  ooW 
JBOO  ftexty.tfapy  Defected  to  determine  what  particular 
leading  was  taken  from  each  particular,  maniiscript 
To  this  class  belong  the  twenty-tvi'o  manuscripts  col- 
lated by  #•  Matthseus  Caryophilus,  by  order  of  Pope 
Urban  VIII.  namely^  ten  for  the  four  Gospels,  eight 
for  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles  and  Epistles,  and  four  for 
the  Revelation  of  St  John :  these  I  shall  describe  in  the 
sequel,  under  the  title  of  Codices  Barberini,  to  which 
may  be  added  the  Codices  Velesiani.  It  is  isapossiWe 
totform  an  adequate  judgment  of  readings  extracted  in 
Ais  manaer,  because  we  have  not  sufficient  knowledge 
of  the  evidence  itself,  and  are  unable  to  decide,  whether 
a  particular  Yteding  is  the  residt  of  negligence  in  the 
writer  of  the  maiauscript,  whether  it  is  an  intended  cor- 
feotioD,  or  whether  he  actually  found  it  in  the  ancient 
€Opy»  from  wbidi  he  tnmscribed.  Manuscripts,  coK 
lalMl  ID  iUb  manner,  asay  be  considered  almost  in  th^ 
aaaoe  l%lit  as  those  which  have  never  been  collated; 
since  we  have  -  no  criterion  to  distinguisti  tbem  froiri 
otbefB ;  and  should  they  be  again  applied  to  the  pur^ 
poses  of  criticism,  a  new  collation  would  be  absolutely 

neceteary  i 

*  It  contain^  tBe  whole  Kew  l^stainenty  except  the  Book  of  Reve^ 
ktipa.    See  Scboenleben's  Notitia  codicis,  qnem.  Norhnberga?  servat 
GaiL  £bner  ab  EscbenbacL.    Noriinberg»  1738. 

M4 
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necessary  :  at  least,  in  summing  up  the  number  of  wit- 
nessesy  for  or  against  a  reading,  anonymous  manuscripts 
cannot  be  reckoned,  without  our  bemg  exposed  to  the 
danger  of  counting  one  and  the  same  evidence  as  two. 
Every  manuscript,  that  is.  entitled  to  a  •  voice,  must 
have  a  name,  or  a  mark  of  distinction,  were  it  only 
the  title  Codex  mens,  which  the  proprietor  ascribes 
to  it ;  it  is  likewise  necessary  to  know  the  number  of 
books  which  it  contains,  and  the  place  where  it  was 
kept  at  the  time  of  collation.  It  is  not  my  inten- 
tion to  prescribe  the  rules,  which  ought  to  be  observed 
by  a  critic  in  his  description  of  a  manuscript  ^  but  only 
to  mention  those  marks  oi  distinction,  which  are  abso- 
lutely necessary,  because  if  they  are  n^ected,  a  manu<» 
script,  though  collated  with  the  utmost  accuracy,  b 
of  no  more  value  to  ^  posterity,  than  one  that  has  been 
never  used  ^ 


^  E  C  T.    V. 
Of  manuscripts  hitherto  uncollated. 
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A  Descriiptiok  of  all  the  manuscripts  of  the  New 
Testament,  which  have  never  been  used  for  the 
purposes  of  criticism,  and  which  lie  buried  in  the  dif- 
ferent libraries  of  Europe,  would  be  a  task,  to  which  my 
abilities  are  unequal,  since,  without  printed  catalogues, 
it  is  impossible  to  knpw  the  treasures  which  each  library 
contains.  An  inquiry  of  this  kbd  woukl  be  likewise 
foreign  to  an  Introduction  to  the  New  Testament :  -but 
if  a  literator,  who  had  made  a  study  of  ttus  branch 
of  knowledge,  would  in  a  particular  treatise  favour  the 
world  with  his  discoveries,  we  should  derive  from  it 
very  great  advantage,  especially  in  a  publication  of  a 
new  edition  of  the  Greek  Testament,  because  many  va- 
luable manuscripts  are  often  neglected,  for  no  other  rea- 
son, than  that  we  are  unacquainted  with  the  place  in 
which  they  are  preserved '. 

Bat 
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'  Bat  those  which  are  of  little  value,  and  even  such  as 
occupy  a  middle  rank,  if  their  readitigs  coincide  with  the 
cooKDon  printed  text^  are  hardly  entitled  to  a  collation ; 
an  aagmentalion  of  the  number  of  modem  manuscripts, 
whose  evidence  is  generally  the  same,  is  attended  with  no 
advantage,  and  is  besides  a  cumbrous  weight  for  every 
critia  It  is  not  my  intention  to  assert,  that  every  mo^ 
dem  manuscript  is  to  be  rejected  without  examinadoo, 
which  is  necessary,  in  order  to  save  others  the  same 
trouble ;  but  I  mean  to  assert,  that  our  collections  of 
WBiOQS  readings  ought  not  to  be  unnecessarily  swelled, 
and  that  iiiture  editors  mi^t,  without  being  exposed  to 
censore,  omit  the  readings  of  inferior  manuscripts,  and 
of  sudi  as  have  a  general  coincidence. 

On  the  contrary,  ancient  and  important  manuscripts, 
wUchlie  concealed  in .  libraries,  especially  b  those  of 
Italy,  deserve  our  particular  attention,  and  none  in  so 
eminent  a  manner,  as  those  which  are  distinguished  by 
readings,  that  coincide  with  the  ancient  versions,  or  the 
quotations  of  the  ancient  fierthers.  Here  we  have  a  field 
before  our  eyes,  wbfere  much  remains  to  be  performed. 


SECT.    VL 

Cf  the  mamucripts  that  have  been  used  in  e£tions  of  the 

Greek  Testament  \ 

I^ILL  and  Bengel  have  noted  their  manuscripts  by 
initial  letters^  writing  for  bstance  AL  for  Alexan* 
diimis;  but  several  mistakes  have  arisen  in  these  abbre* 
viatioQa^  which  Wetstein,  in  his  Prolegomena,  has 
sometimes  noticed,  and  corrected.  He  has  himself 
marked  the  ancient  manuscripts  with  the  letters  A.  B.  C. 
&c  and  those,  which  he  held  to  be  more  modern,  with 
qrpbers,  from  1  to  112 ;  a  mode  of  notation  which 
mqoently  exposes  us  to  error,  since  it  is  more  difficult* 
for  the  memory  to  retain  the  figures,  which  denote  each 
naoascrip^  than  an  abbreyiation  of  their  names ;  and 

he 
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be  has  rendered  this  dificotty  stiU  greata:,  by  odt  reUin- 
tng  the  sani^  inarks  thiouglrait  the  whole  week,  for  his 
letters  and  figures  haire  a  diflferent  toeaiiiag  in  the  epj»- 
ties  of  Sti  Paul,  from  that  which  they  ha^e  in  Ae  four 
Gospels;  a  still  difiersnt  meftning  in.the  catholic ejMStles, 
and'  Acts  of  the  Aposdes ;  and,  lastly,  they  are  taken  ia 
a  fourth  sense,  in  tiie  book  of  Reyelation.  Wetstein^ 
who  devoted  his  whole  life  to  the  study  of  these  menu* 
scripts,  might  retain  these  marks  of  distinction,  but  rt 
b  idmost  impos«ble  for  bis  readers.  Besides,  in  letters 
and  figur^>  errors  of  the  press  are  more  easily  commit 
led,  and  more  difficult  to  be  discovered  and  corrected* 
Bot  as  Wetstein  is  the  principal  collector  of  varioas 
readings,  I  shall  mention,  in  the  folbwing  catabf^oe^ 
tbe  figures  by  which  he  has  noted  each  manuscript  Dr. 
Semler,  in  the  third  yolume  of  his  Introduction  to  tbe 
interpretetion  of  the  Bible,  has  delivered  many  observar 
tions  on  these  manuscripts ;  but  as  I  have  not  sufikjent 
done  to  examine  whether  his  quotations  ane  accurate^  I 
hm  make  no  use  of  hb  literary  labours  *. 

Most  of  the  manuscripts,  which  I  shaH  describe  in  Ibb 
section,  have  been  quoted  and  described  by  Wetstein;  a 
great  part  therefore  is  nothing  more  than  an  extract 
from  his  Prolegomepa  -But  io  order  to  take  up  as 
little  room  as  possible,  I  shall  avoid  making  references, 
ritb^r  to  his  Prolegomcfba  or  those  of  Mill^  becaue^ 
each  manuscript  vct&y  be  easily  found,  by  referring  to 
their  indexes* 

1i .  Alexandriniis,  which  is  noted  by  the  letter  A.  id 
IlH  the  four  parts  of  Wetstein's  edition  of  tfie  Greek 
Testament.  As  it  would  be  inconvenient  to  interweave 
tbe  additional  matter,  which  I  have  at  present  to  com** 
municate,  into  the  description,   which  I  have  alread^p- 

g'ven  of  this  manuscript  in  tbe  third  edition,  the  fist* 
wing  account  is  written  independently  of  the  former^ 
which  I  VviU  subjoin  at  the  end  of  this  description,  aa  iK 
contains  a  variety  of  materials  which  may  be  useful  to 
the  reader.  ;  .        •     - 

CyriUuft 
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C^rilbis  Iw^axkf  ^  naiivje  of  Crefiei  find  Patriarch  of 
CoQdtaotioople^  whose  life  hm  been  writtem  by.Spiitli, 
io  a  book  entitled  De  vitt,  3tu4io,  gestis,  et  martyrip 
CyriUi  LmChto,  Aod  briefly  desa^jixxl  by  Woid^,  in  tb^ 
nioth  pari^rapb  oihis  ProlMpmieDa  to  the  edition  pf  this 
loaooscripty  presented  tbia  MS.  to  Charles  I.  in  1698, 
by  bis  ambasMidor  in  Constantinople.  It  was  deposited 
in  i753«  in  ^  British  Musaum^  with  the  rest  of  the 
royal  libraiy,  m  account  of  which  raay  be  seen  in 
WoKbs  Pml€|gpinen%  ^  26*  Various  disputes  have 
arisen,  .with  fespect  tp  its  antiquity^  whence  it  wa$ 
brougbti  whene  it  wsis  written,  and  its  real  value.  Some 
critics  have  bestowed  w  it  all  possible  i;oQimQndatu)n, 
while  it  has  been  depreciated  in  an  equal  de^ee  by 
(otiben;  nor  has  the  honest  donor,  Cyrillus  Luqaris  himr 
9df  been  left  linattacked,  especially  by  Wetstein,  who 
W9B  one  of  its  most  strenuous  ad wrsaries. 

CyriUas  procured  the.  tn^uscript  in  Egypt,  thougl^ 
this  was  doubted,  by  Wetetein,  because  MatthsBus  Mutr 
tis^  who  was  ordained  deacon  by  Cyrillus,  had  saici  that 
it  came  firom  .Mount  Athos.  But  Wet«trin's  9\>}wti(ni» 
have  been  fully  answei^  by  WoiHe,  in  tlie  ii'^  i2^''| 
sod  13*^  pan^rapbs  of  bis  Proie^mena^  .Aocoitling 
to  all  the  accounts  which  Cyrillus  1^  received,  it  was 
likewise  written  in  EgypV  which  is  confirmed  by  the 
diaTMteristic  .marks  of  the  manuscript  itself,  not  escceptr 
iag  those  which  relate  to  its  orthpgraphy,  as  will  appear 
from  my  former  description,  and « from  the  33'  parat 
^nfh  of  W€Hde's  Pre&ce,  who  has  found  in  it  certaio 
poials  which  the  Copts  usually ;  placed  over  pBrticulaf 
lettm.  But  some  of  his  argdm^ts  are  not  convincing  \ 
he  instance,  that  which  he  derives  from  the  exchange 
between  t  and  ai,  an  error  which  is  found  in  fnany  maT 
ouscripts,  and  to  be  explained  on  tlie  principle  of  an 
ItacisHi*  But  I  can  see  no  reason  whatsoever  to  doubt 
tint  this  manuscript,  which  takes  its  name  from .  Alex- 
andria, was  really  written  in  Egypt  ^  Accofding  to  a 
Gnek  subscription,  that  was  formerly  visible  in  this 
aMuiuscr^>r,  though  at  present  effitced,  it  was  written  by 

Thecla, 
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Tbecla,  an  Egyptian  lady  of  h^  rank,  who*  lived  soon 
after  Ihe  council  of  Nicflea^;  in  the  Arabic  subecription 
she  is  called  the  Martyress  Thecla,  which  is  a  mabifest 
error,  because  the  Martyress  Theela  is  placed  in  the  time 
of  St.  Paul  ^.  It  is  very  possible,  that  a  person  of  the 
name  of  Theela  may  have  written,  if  not  the  whole,  at 
least  a  part  of  it,  though  we  can  place  little  dependence 
on  such  traditions  of  former  subscriptions  $  but  that  the 
copyist  lived  as  long  ago  as  the  council  of  NicoBa,  n 
wholly  incredible,  for  the  manuseiipt  cannot  possibly  be 
so  ancient.  Woide,  who  has  himself  transcribed  and 
published  it,  and  must  therefore  be  better  acquainted 
with  it  than  any  other  person,  asserts,  in  the  28'^  para- 
graph of  his  Preface,  that  it  was  written  by  two  different 
copyists  :  he  has  observed  even  a  difference  in  the  mk, 
^nd,  what  is  of  more  importance,  even  in  the  strokes  of 
the  letters.  If  the  three  principal  parts  of  the  New 
Testament  were  distinguished  in  this  manuscript,  by  a 
difference  in  the  hand-writing,  the  observation  of  Gries* 
bach,  which  I  shall  presently  mention,  would  be  of  great 
importance ;  but  Ihe  place,  where  the  one  ceases,  and  the 
other  commences,  is  in  the  middle  "• 

It  is  written  with  uncial  letters,  without  marks  of 
aspiration,  accents,  or  intervals  between  the  words. 
This  shews  its  high  antiquity,  and  that  it  was  not  written 
so  late  as  the  tenth  century,  which  some  of  its  ad-» 
versaries  have  asserted.  Of  the  points  annexed  to  cer- 
tain letters,  which  before  appeared  unintelligible ;  of  the 
large  initial  letters,  which  are  sometimes  placed  in  a  very 
extraordinary  manner ;  of  the  abbreviations!  of  which 
however  there  are  very  few^,  &c.  a  full  account  may  be 
seen  in  Woide's  Preface,  who  has  given  a  very  accurate 
description  of  the  manuscript  in  general  '^.  It  consists 
of  four  folios,  three  of  which  contain  the  Old  Testa- 
ment, and  tiie  fourth  the  New  Testament.  See  the 
account  taken  from  the  third  edition,  and  the  fac 
simile  of  Luke  xvii.  4.  placed,  in  Woide  s  edition,  be« 
tween  the  list  of  subscribers  and  the  preface.  Woide 
has  likewise  described  the  chasms  more  accurately  than 

4  I  was 
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I  was  Me  to  do  in  the  preceding  edition  of  this  Intro- 
ductioiL 

Tliat  the  antiquity  of  our  manuscript  cannot  be  pre- 
ci9dy  determined ;  that  those  who  refer  it  to  the  fourth 
oeatury,  ascribe  to  it  too  great  an  age,  and  that  they  who 
place  It  ia  the  tenth  make  it  on  the  other  hand  by  rar  too 
modem,  as  appears  from  the  form  of  the  letters  and  the 
general  character  of  the  manuscript  itself,  will  be  observ- 
ed in  the  description  taken  from  the  third  edition,  where 
I  have  examined  the  arguments  for  and  against  its  anti- 
qni^.  Whoever  would  examine  this  subject  with  still 
greater  accuracy,  may  consult  Woide's  Preface",  ^41 — 
59.  who  has  likewise  examined  the  arguments  of  the 
patrons  and  adversaries  of  its  antiquity,  without  having 
seen  wiiat  I  had  written  on  this  matter  in  the  third  edi- 
of  this  Introduction  '^.  The  result  of  my  inquiries 
tlie  following ;  that  the  limits  of  the  period  in  which 
it  WBB  written,  cannot  be  confined  to  a  space  that  is  less 
than  two  hundred  years :  it  cannot  possibly  be  more  an- 
cient than  the  sixth  century,  and  I  would  hardly  venture 
to  {dace  it  in  that  early  a^ ;  but,  on  the  other  hand,  it 
is  equally  impossible  that  it  should  be  more  modem  than 
the  eigjh&i  century.  I  would  not  allow  it  therefore  the 
faremosf  rank  among  the  manuscripts  of  the  Greek  Tes- 
tament, not  even  in  respect  to  its  antiquity ;  nor  would 
I  denote  it  by  the  first  letter  of  the  alphabet,  as  Wetstein 
has  done,  {though  in  other  respects  he  is  no  admirer  of 
this  manuscript)  an  honour  to  which  it  is  as  little  en- 
titled in  respect  to  its  internal  excellence,  and  the 
▼aloe  of  its  readings  ''• 

These,  which  are  the  prmcipal  object  of  our  inquiry, 
remain  to  be  examined.  It  appears,  from  what  has  been 
said  above,  that  our  manuscript  has  been  greatly  and  un- 
justly censured  by  some,  while  others  have  been  equally 
kiviab  ID  their  praises.  The  principal  charge  which  has 
been  laid  to  it,  a  charge  chiefly  propagated  by  Wetstein, 
ia^  that  it  Latinises,  or,  that  ithas  been  altered  from  the 
Liatio  veisioD ;  and  because  the  coincidence  b  very  fre- 
qpeot,  the  accusation  found  general  credit    It  might 

be 
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be  sufficient  to  refer  my  read^srs.  to  what  I  hatne  said  6iv 
tbis  subject  in  general,  in  tiie  tbird  section  of  tbis  ch».p*> 
ter ;  but  as  this  niahus<iri|!:^  is  of  some  imponande,  it  is 
fiecessary  to  eraifnini  the  charge  wbicb  has  been  laid  Uy' 
it  in  partifcdlftr  **.  • 

'  As  it  apf^ars,  from  all  tJie  accomits  which  we  have- 
been  able  to  gather,  that  it  was  written  iw  Egypt,  aiid 
probably  ih  Alexandria  itiselF,  it  is  iricfedible  that  a  tran- 
scriber, who  lited  in  that  country,  sfaobld  have  altera  the* 
Oredc  text  from  a  Latin  v^i^sion.  Egypt  belort^ed  notf 
tb  tb^  Latin,  but  to  the  Greek  diocese;  and  Latin  was' 
not  understood  there>  except  by  those  who  had  learnit  it- 
ad  a  teamed  language.  If  wfe  have  rec(Mirse^  %&  the 
tramples  that  are  alleged  as  proofs,  we  sfhaell  find  still  less 
i^asbil  to  believe  •  that  the  charge  is  girdunded,  for  the 
pretcfrided  Lbtihiiing  leadings  are  found  not  only  inothef 
Greek  ^nuscripts,'  but  in  ancient  versions.  One  of  tte 
strongest  proofs,  arid  which  formerly  appeain^  to  me  of 
s(Dme  Moportatice,  is  the  insertion  of  hm  imv/cft'^c  aytir, 
Acts'ii^'  is,  a  reading  found  in  the  Vulgate;  so  Ifeat  the 
text  of  the  Cod.  Al.  i^  o  rie  watgog  ii/tA«i>  ha  irmpmro^  aiytn 

^QfAstto^  AtfftI  vaihi  an'uirtop.  Now  it  IS  evident  that  the 
words  iir  question  are  inserted  in  an  improper  plajce;  bat* 
Mrhat  reasori  is  there  to  suppose  that  they  were  interpolated 
fron!i  th^  Latin  iti  particular?  Many  other  manuscrtpta 
quoted  by  Wetstein  have  tlie  same  words,  and  likewise 
improperly  ihserted,  .to  which  may  be  added  the  Moscow 
iliahuscript  *^  noted  1,  which  was  certainly  not  altered* 
ffbni  the^  Latin :  its  reading  is  o  iia  m  irar^ig  ii[Mu»  tm 

TnnviAariayia  rrofACirog  AaSt^  veciiof  at.      The  same  words 

are  fdiifid  inf  thfe  old  Syriac  and  Copdc  versions^  though 
in  a  niore'  propct  place;  but  in  the  new  Syriac  they  are' 
inserted  with  the  same  impropriety  as  in  the  Ale^andrioe 
manuscript'*. '  If  therefofre  our  manuscript  has  been  cor- 
ru{)ted  from  a  version,  it  is  more  reasonable  to  'suspect 
the  Coptic,  the  versionf  of  the  country  iA  which  it  'fvaa 
written.  *  We  find  likiB^se  in  the- Coptic  the  very  same 
ihv^rsiort  of  the  parlicW  /wfi,  i  Gor.  viii.  8.  which  givear 
a  diffsrenti  andivcn'  a  better*  sense  than  the  comtnoa-* 
7  text ; 
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text;  namdy,  the  Coptic  and  Cod  AL  hlive  an  y«f  cat 

Now  as  this  inverMOQ  is  likewise  foniid  inr  sooae  Latin 
nnnuscripls,  it  seems  as  if  they  had  been  altered  frotm 
die  Egyptian  editioa.  I  have  observed  in  general  a 
rtoiarkabie  coincidence  between  this  manuscript  and  the* 
two  following  versions.  i 

1  •  Tlie  Coptic.  For  instance,  it  id  die  only  manu- 
script WTfT  extant  that  has  the  reading  of  the  Coptic  ver*'t 
sjon  **,  Ml  Mauxj^frvfAcu^  1  Cor.  xiii.  3.  a  reading  which* 
ia  die  ti«e  of  Jerom  was  found  in^sev^ral  manuscripts. 
This  coinddence  is  such,  as  might  be  ^pected  from  a' 
nunncript  written  in  Egypt. 

2.  The  Syriac,  the  evidence  of  which  agrees  in  nmn- 
berkss  instances  with  that  of  oar  mainoscript     But  I- 
wft  select  only  a  few  readings  of  the  Syriac,  which  am- 
faKid  either  in  the  Cod.  Ah  akme^  or  at  the  utmost  in* 
one  or  two  other  manuscripts*    For  instafice,  the  Syriae» 
version  and  the  Cod.  Al.  alone  omit  aTiXcc,  Mark  viii  8.^ 
add  tri  after  /^a^^ytiy  Acts  xiv.  3.  and  have  /cgtoCaXifc  -^' 
for  /jj^ioAaCvr,  Acts  xxiii.  23.     The  Syriac  and  the  Cod* 
AL  witb  one  or  two  other  maauscriptSy  b»ve  mno$f  for 
Mrac.  Acts  X.  48.  oooit  the  scoond  Kai,  xir.  ^25.  have  uvmc: 
for  own,  xii.  4.  and  t»T»  U^mroXofA^n^  for  »  lifn^^^Mf^phti^:- 
ixvL  4.  wfakh  aaiadces  some  aitei^tion  in  the  sense*^    See' 
the  Cares  in  Act  Apbst.  Syriaoes,  p.  153.     .  '  ^ 

Griesbach  has  obs^ved  that  this  manuscript  fi^wB. 
tbvee  diflerent  editions,  the  Byzantine  in  the  Gospels^ 
wbere  its  readings  are  of  the  least  value,  the  Western- 
in  the  Acts  of  die  Apostles,  and  the  Catholic 
wfaicb  form  the  oaiddld  division  of  this  manu- 
scr^l^  and  the  Alexandrine  in  the  epistles  of  Su  Paul  ^'. 
The  transcriber  therefore  copied  the  three  parts  of  thei 
Gtmek  Testament  from  three  different  manuscripts,  of 
thnee  d^ient  edtttons.     If  this  assertion  be  true,  wbi<thi 
I  venlly  ^lelieve,  thoa^  I  have  not  examined  it  mytelf, ' 
it  is  impoasible  to  pronounce  a  general  judgment  on>  this 


,  I 


If  I  had  any  charge  to  layto  the  Cod.  Alexandrui  w,  ^ 

it 
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it  should  be  the  foUowmg«  that  some  of  its  reacfiogs 
have  the  appearance  of  scholia,  or  even  corrections  of 
the  literati  of  Alexandria.  For  instance  Rom.  ii.  5. 
•rr«ToJWrcfl#f  ^*  for  flMrexftXvi|/n»r9  a  reading  found  in  no 
other  manuscript ;  but  I  un  unable  to  produce  other 
examples,  though  I  have  met  with  several,  because  I 
have  neglected  to  note  them. 

No  manuscript  has  been  more  frequently  and  more 
accurately  collated,  and  there  was  reason  to  suppose  that 
the  last  extracts,  which  were  made  by  Wetstein  would 
have  rendered  future  labours  of  this  kind  superfluous; 
but  we  are  informed  by  Woide,  in  the  25'^  paragraph  of 
his  preface,  that  Wetstein  has  been  guilty  of  several  omis- 
sions and  several  errors,  and  has  sometimes  admitted 
into  his  collection  of  reading  the  mistakes  which  had 
been  made  by  Mill;  a  circumstance  which  Woide 
explains,  on  the  supposition  that  Wetstein^  after  be  had 
coliated  the  manuscript  himself,  compared  his  own  ex* 
tracts  with  those  of  Mill,  and  supplied  his  own  deficien- 
cies from  the  latter,  because  he  believed  them  to  be 
accurate.  4r 

We  are  now  in  possession  of  a  perfect  impression  of 
this  manuscript,  which  is  accompanied  with  so  comfdete 
and  so  critical  a  collection  of  various  readings,  as  is  hardly 
to  be  expected  from  the  edition  of  any  other  manuscript. 
Dr.  Woide  published  it  in  1786,  with  types  cast  for  that 
purpose,  line  for  line,  without  intervals  between  the 
words,  as  in  the  manuscript  itself:  the  copy  is  so  perfect 
a  resemblance  of  the  original,  that  it  may  supply  its 
place :  its  title  is  Novum  Testamentum  Grascum  e  co- 
dice  MS.  Alexandriuo  qui  Londini  in  bibliotheca  Musei 
Britannici  asservatur  descriptum ;  it  is  a  very  splendid 
folio,  and  the  prefece  of  the  learned  editor  contaios 
an  accurate  description  of  the  manuscript,  with  an  exact 
list  of  all  its  various  readings^  that  takes  up  no  less  than 
eighty-nine  pages,  and  each  reading  is  accompanied  with 
a  remark,  in  which  is  given  an  account  of  what  his  pre^ 
decessors  Junius,  Walton,  Fell,  Mill,  Grabe  and  Wetsteia 
had  performed,  or  neglegted. 

Descrip^ 
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Descr^tion  of  the  Codex  Alexandrinus,  as  it  stood  in  the 
^  third  edition  of  this  thtroduction. 

AIy  readers  will  excuse  me,  if  I  treat  of  this  n^anur 
script  ID  a  very  {prolix  manner,  because  the  opioions 
which  have  been  formed  of  i^  have  material  influence  in 
our  criticisms  on  the  New  Testament  For,  as  it  varies 
from  thtt  1eomm<«)  ^printed  text  more  than  most  other 
manuscriptSM  and  in  such  cases  often  agrces  %ith  the 
Latin  version,  (he  authority  of  the  latter  mast  increase^ 
and  that  of  the  eomoiDn  Greek  text  diminish,  if  the 
Alexandrine  manuscript  be  ^itjed  to  the  coramen^a- 
tioDs  which  have  been  bestowed  on  it  by  Mill,  JBentley^ 
Bengjel,  and  the  greatest  number  of  Protestant  wribsrs. 
Mill  says  of  it,  §  1338,  that  the  church  has  been  in  pos^ 
session  of  notbinf  more  valuable  during  the  iast  1 200 
years^  and  §  1341 9  that  as  this  is  the  oldest  manuscript 
noir  extant,  it  appears  that  no  one  '  ab  ipsis  fere  canonis 
iiicyoabulis'  has  contained  a  more  true  tett  of  the  writ- 
ings of  the  Apostles«>  Bengel,  in  the  32*^  section"  of 
ius  Introductio  in  crisin  N.  T.  has  maintained  the  foU 
lowing  position,  Alexandrini  codices  at  Latinas  versionis 
colLatio.unaoit  brevissimam,  certissimam^  et  facillimam 
decidendi  rationem,  partim  subministrat,  partim  ad  earn 
deducit*  These  words,  which  seem  to  convey  more  than 
is  consistent  with  the  truth,  and  are  generally  under- 
stood io  a  sense. that  the  writer  did  not  intend  to  express^ 
be  has  explained  in  his  Tractatio  de  sinceritate  N«  T. 
His  meaning  is,  not  ^at  those  readings  are  necessarily 
gpauine,  in  which  tlie  Alexandrine  manuscript  coincides 
with  the  Latin  version,  but  that  the  foregoing  rule  may 
be  coDsidered  as  a  mean  of  quieting  the  conssiences  of 
tbose^wbo  wish  to  clear  up  doubts  m  their  own  minds, 
wilbout  entering  into  the  difficulties  of  sacred  criticism. 
For  he  says,  that  both  these  resources  extend  to  the  whole 
of  the  New  Testament,  that  the  Latin  version  is  under- 
stood by  every  man  of  education,  and  that  the  Alexan- 
manuscript  has  been  very  accurately  collated.     He 

has 

■  P.  390.  of  the  old  edition,  p.  24.  of  the  new, 
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has  likewise  nq  ol^eotion  to  the  subetitutioD  of  mother 
manuscript  and  anothei  version  to  the  two  above-men- 
tioned, as  the  means  of  discovering  the  true  reading. 
Bengd  hfois^If  became  a  ciltic  through  Scruples  of  con- 
science ",  and  he  wished  to  Supply  tlhers,  who  were  in 
the  sAstte  situation,  with  i%les  that  might  cotitribiite  to 
their  •  relief.  But  if  it  be  true,  as  softi6  have  asserted, 
Ihcit  the  Alekamdrine  manuscript  has  %een  aRered  from 
the  iMtb,  this  rule  of  Bengd  would  lead  rather  to  error 
IhaA  to  tratb. 

.  A  toanuscript  that  ha3  sO  *aktch  influence  on  sacred 
cfitidstn,  deserves  to  be  treaited  more  at  large ;  but  all 
that  I  can  advance  is  otily  a  small  part  of  that  which  has 
been-  wtittefi  by  other  men  of  learning  on  this  subject. 
The  accounts  which  have  been  given  in  detached  pas- 
Sftges  %y'  Hody,  in  his  treatise  de  libliorum  textibus 
oifiginalibuSy  H)y  Orabe,  in  his  Prolegomena,  to  the  Sep- 
toagint,  Md  by  Lee,  in  his  Notitia  codicis  Alexandrini  % 
relatfe  chic?fty*o  the  Greek  text  of  the  Old  Testament, 
itot  they  tnity  be  of  ase  in  forming  a  jndgment  of  the 
manuscript  in  general,  and  of  its  antiquity  in  particular. 
In  opposition  to  tjrrabe's  Nothia,  Casimir  Oudin  pub- 
lished at  Leyden,  in  1 7 1 7,  Trias  Dissertationum  Criti- 
caruiri,  in  which  he  argues  against  the  antiquity  of  the 
Codex  Atex.  and  Contends  tliat  it  was  written  so  late  as 
the  tenth  century,  for  the  use  of  a  monastery  belonging 
to  the  order  of  Accemets.  Bpft  this  treatise  appears  to 
have  been  written  partly  to  serve  the  ttrtrn  of  atjoofc- 
seller,  and  to  promote  the  sale  of  Bbs's  edition  of  the 
Septuagint,  which  followed,  or  pretended  to  follow,  the 
text  of  the  Codex  Vaticanus,  partly,  as  Schulze  supposes, 
through  p^sonal  enmity  to  Grabe.  Hichtel  in  his  £xer« 
dtatio  critica  de  antiquitate  et  prasstantia  codicis  Ro-* 
mani  prse  Alexandrino,  published  at  Jena  in  1 734,  sides 
with  Oudin ;  Schulze,  on  the  contrary,  or  his  respon«* 

deftt 

'^  See  his  Apparatus  Criticua,  p.  703.  of  the  2^  eiiitien,  aod  &ath-« 
lefF's  History  of  the  Literati  now  living,  VI.  p.  429  **• 

*  Tlie  treatises  both  of  Grabe  and  Lee  are  printed  in  Breitinger^a 
edition  of  the  Septuagint. 
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Umll  Dietdmaier,  in  a  thesis  pufaflished  at  Halle  in  1 739, 
under  the  title  Dissertatio  qua  antiquitas  codicis  Alexan- 
drini  vindicatur  novoque  argumento'  confirmatar,  carries 
its  antiquity  so  high  as  the  fourtli  cehtury.     Bengel  has 
mready  extolled  it  in  the  32*  section  of  his  Inftroductio 
m  erism  N.  T.  but  my  late  father,  in  the  1  oo***  section 
off  bis  f  ractatio  de  variis  lectionibus  N.  t.  caute  colli- 
gendis,  has  mad^  sc^veral  objections  to  that  position  of 
Bengel  which  I  quoted  above;   and  at  the  same  time 
contended  that  the  Alexandrine  manuscript  was  tiot  free 
from  alterations  from  the  Latin.    To  the  objections  of 
my  father,   Bengel  replied  in  the  lo^^'and  11'^  sections 
ctf  his  Tractatio  de  sinceritate  N.  T.  Graeci  tuend&.  But 
no  one  has  taken  so  much  pains  to  depreciate  this  ma- 
rrascript  as  Wetstein,  in  his  Prolegomena**.      Lastly, 
Dr.  Sefinler  has  ti:eated  of  this  manuscript  in  a  thesis^ 
Which  li-as  the  subject  of  a  disputation  at  which  he  pre- 
sided,  published  at  Hf^le  in  1759,  and  entitled  Con- 
jectarft  de  estate  codicis  Alexandrini ;   for  though  the 
thesis  was  drawn  up  by  the  respondent,  it  is  certain  thtit 
the  assertions  and  discoveries  which  it  contains  are  to  be 
ascribod  to  Semler  himself  *V  Assolnany  of  the  learned 
have  employed  their  pens  on  this  manuscript,  various 
conjectures  have  been  unavoidably  made,  that  rest  on 
unstable  ground  ;  and  those  critics  especially  who  draw 
their  arguments  iFor  its  antiquity,  and  country,  from  the 
internal  evidence  of  the  text  itself,  seem  to  forget  that 
it  must  have  been  copied  from  one  that  was  still  more 
ancient.     Tlie  tokens  of  antiquity  tiierefore,  which  they 
find  in  the  text,  and  which  are  likewise  alleged  as  proofs 
of  its  having  been  written  in  Egypt,  may  be  used  as 
arguments,  that  the  ancient  manuscript,  of  which  the 
Alexandrine  is  a  copy,  was  written  in  that  age  and  in 
Am  country,  but  they  lead  to  no  positive  conclusion  in 
f^egard  to  the  Codex  Alexandrinus  itself.     This  very  just 
remark  was  made  by  Dr.  Semler ;   but  a  partiality  for 
this  cdebrated  manuscript  has  been  the  reason  that  many 
of  its  friends  have  contented  themselves  with  very  tinsa- 
tisfaetory  replies. 

N'2  Cy  rill  us 
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Cyrillus  Lncaris,  Patriarch  of  Con6tantitx)ple^  vifell 
known  in  the  ecclesiastical  annals  of  the  last  century, 
whose  partiality  for  the  church  of  England  drew  on  him 
the  hatred  of  the  eatholics,  which  ended  with  his  death, 
sent  it  as  a  present  to  Charles  I.  by  the  hands  of  his  aoi- 
bassador  at  the  Porte,  Sir  Thomas  Roe.  In  this  manner 
it  came  to  "England,  and  it  acquired  the  title  ^lexan- 
drinus,  because  Cyrillus  was  said  to  have  brought  it  from 
Alexandria,  where  he  had  been  Patriarch.  Wetstdn 
doubted  the  truth  of  this  relation,  and  believed  it  to 
have  been  taken  from  one  of  the  two-acd-twenty  monas- 
teries on '  mount  Atiios,  on  the  credit  of  Matthaeus 
Muttis,  deacon  of  Cyrillus,  who  gave  this  account  to  J. 
Rudolph  Wetstein  the  elder,  -j^ut  Cyrillus  himself,  in  tbQ 
words,  which  I  shall  presently  quote,  describes  it  as 
having  been  founa  in  Egypt,  and  relates  that,  wbeu  the 
Christian  religion  was  extirpated  in  Egypt,  the  name  of 
Thecla  was  erased  from  the  end  of  the  manuscript.  Now 
it  is  reasonable  to  suppose  that  Cyrillus  must  havct  been 
better  acquainted  with  the  place,  from  which  the  ma- 
nuscript was  brought,  than  bis  deacon  Muttis*^.  But 
the  question,  where  Cyrillus  found  it,  is  of  leap  imp^tance 
than  that,  where  it  was  written :  and  of  still  less  conse^ 
quence  the  inquiry,  which  has  been  made  by  many  of 
the  learned,  whether  Cyrillus  obtained  it  by  purchase,  or 
by  present. 

Though  Wetstein  has  made  it  doubtful,  whether  the 
title  Alexandrine  is  due  to  this  manuscript  in  one  sense 
of  the  word,  he  is  of  opinion  that  it  is  justly  entitled  to 
it  in  another,  for  he  is  persuaded  from  certain  internal 
marks  that  it  was  written  at  Alexandria.  Tins  contro* 
versy  is  rendered  important  by  the  circumstance,  that  the 
country  of  this  manuscript  has  material  influence  on  the 
question,  whether  it  latinizes  or  not ;  for  many  con|pnd 
that  this  is  hardly  to  be  expected  m  a  manuscript  writtea 
in  Egypt,  while  others,  especially  Dr.  Semler,  have  en- 
deavoured to  shew  at  least  its  possibility  ^^.  I  confess 
that  I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  because  the  inquiry  turns 
not  so  much  on  the  Codex  Alexandrinus,  as  on  the 

more 
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more  ancient  manuscripti  of  iirhich  this  is  a  copy.  For 
if  this  ancient  manuscript  latinized^  the  Cod.  Alex. 
iDust  do  tht  ^me,  in  whatever  country  it  was  written  : 
and  since  it  is  by  no  means  necessary,  that  books  con- 
stantly remain  in  the  same  country,  and  they  may  be 
transferred  from  one  library  to  another,  it  is  possible  that 
latinizing  copies  were  brought  from  Italy  or  the  West  of 
Africa  into  Egypt  or  Greece ;  a  faithful  transcript  there- 
fime  from  any  one  of  these  would  likewise  latinize, 
though  written  in  Constantinople,  Greece,  or  Egypt. 
Besides^  the  Coptic  and  Sahidic  versions  have  a  striking 
coincidence  with  Ate  Codex  Cantabri^ensis,  which  is 
likewise  said  to  latinize ;  if  therefore  a  manuscript  had 
been  altered  from  the  Coptic  version,  it  would  appear  to 
do  the  same. 

That  the  Codex  Alexandrinus  was  written  in  Egypt, 
the  following'  appears*  to  me  to  afibrd  a  very  probable 
argument.  Ezekiel  xxvii.  1 8.  both  in  the  Hebrew  and 
Greek  text,  the  Tyrians  are  said  to  have  fetched  their 
wine  fit>m  Chelbon,  «•  x'^^^*  '  ^^^^  ^^>  ^  Bochart  ex- 
plains it  in  his  Hierozoicon  Tom.  I.  p.  485,  486.  from 
Cbalybon.  But  as  Chalybon,  though  celebrated  for  its 
irine,  was  unknown  to  the  writer  of  this  manuscript, 
be  has  altered  it,  by  a  fanciful  conjecture,  of  which  we 
find  many  instances,  to  oivo?  rx  x^^i^^  ^^'^^  ^^°^  H^ 
broD.  The  impropriety  of  the  alteration  is  manifest, 
because  the  subject  relates  to  the  produce  of  Damascus ; 
bat  it  was  probably  made  by  an  Egyptian  copyist, 
because  Egypt,  which  has  itself  very  few  vineyards,  was 
fonnerly  supplied  with  wine  from  Hebron,  whence  at  this 
▼ery  day  are  yearly  imported  into  Egypt  at  least  a  hun- 
dred tuns  of  Dibs,  or  grape-honey. 

To  the  foregoing  remarks  may  be  added  what  Woide 
mentioned  m  a  letter  dated  April  21,  1772.  Having 
collated  a  Sahidic  version  of  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles 
ibr  his  Coptic  Lexicon,  he  found  that  the  characters  of 
tbe  Safaidic  manuscript  greatly  resembled  those  of  the 
Codex  Alexandrinus,  especially  in  that  leaf  of  the  Alex- 
aadxiiie  manuscript  which  contains  the  catalogue  of  the 

N  3  books 
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Vooks  c^  the  whole  Bible>  mbei^e  the  letters  are  somew^ 
larger,  and  not  so,  round  as  in  the  text  itself;  or  when 
those  p^ges  of  the  Sabidic  manuscript  beexdoiined  that 
are  written  with  care,  in  which  the  sipiilarity  is  greater 
than  where  they  appear  to  have  been  written  in  baste. 
(See  likewise  Woide's  preface,  §  33..) 

The  manuscript  consists  of  four  volumes,  the  three 
first  of  which  contcuupt  the  Old  Testament,  thq  fourth 
th^  New  Testaqiei^t  together  with  the  first  i^pistle  of 
Qi^sment  \fi  the  Corinthiaps,  and  a  fragment  of  the  se« 
^QfA*  \n  Uie  Nf^w  Testament,  which  alone  is  the  oi^t 
of  our  presi^nt  ioquijry^  is  wanting  tha  b^oniang  as  far  aa 
Mattb.  XXV.  6.  0  yu/^«€  ^X<^^9  likewise  finom  John  vi\ 
50,  to  viii.  52.  apd  from  2  Cor.  iv.  13.  to  xii.  7*'.  It 
must  likewise  be  observed,  that  the  Psalms  a^e  preceded 
by  tlie  epistle  of  Athanasius  to  MarceUinijs,  and  followed 
by  a  catalogue  ^  conlainiug  those,  which  ape  to  t^  used 
in  prayer  for  each  hour,  both  of  the  dpiy  and  of  the  vigbt; 
^Iso  by  fourteen  hymns,  partly  apocryphal,  partl|y  bSbli* 
call,  the  eleventh  of  which  is  an  ^mn  in  praise  of  tha 
Virfflu  Mary,  entitled  w^9(rw)(fl  iMt^»t  ruf  ^^r^uH :  further 
th^e  Hypotheses  {lusebii  are  annexed  to  the  Psalms,,  and 
his  Canones  to  the  Gospels.  It  is  true  that  this  has  no 
immediate  reference  to  the  New  Testament,  but  may 
have  influence  in  determining  the  antiquity  of  the  o^iinu- 
script  itsel£ 

It  has  neither  accents  nor  marks  of  aspiral;ioo  \  it  is 
written  with  capital,  or  as  they  are  called,  uncial  letters^ 

and 

^  Grabe  says,  eos  in  primis  quidem,  Gcncseos,  capitibus  recentior 
manus  adpinxitf  prima  vero  Hbrani  masm  per  totum  codicem  rarius 
addidit.     It  were  to  be  wished  that  be  had  noted  those  iDBtancca, 
where  the  first  copyist  hai  added  these  marks,  for  if  they  ai!e  really 
notes  of  aspiratioQ,  they  must  have  influence  in  deterniioing  th^an* 
Equity  of  the  manuscript,  as  well  ^  on  other  questions.    But  mKL  is 
of  a  contrary  opinion,  for  he  says,  §  1340,  notulas  iis  baud  absimiles, 
quihus  spiritum  lenem  repnrsentaiit.  gramnatici,  qu»  hie  subiade 
occurrunt,  idque  ad  finem  vocum^  ant  supra  literas  c^nsonaotes,  iotter 
lusus  calami  habendas  censeo.  Now  it  would  not  have  beea  impvoper^ 
if  in  the  coppet-plates  that  have  been  given  of  the  letters  of  this  ma- 
nuscript some  notice  had  been  token  of  these  miurks.    (See  at  present 
Woide's  preface,  sect  33.) 
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and  has  vetfy  few  abfaMvialiaqfi.  There  are  no  iolervab 
betwno  tlie  woods,  bat  the  sense  of  a  passage  is  SQnoe- 
tunes  terminated  by  a  point,  and  sotnetames  by  a  vacant 
space.  Here  arises  a  suspicion  that  thie  copyist  did  not 
lUKterstand  Greek,  because  these  marlcs  are  some^ 
times  found  even  in  the  middle  of  a  word,  for  i»- 
staoce  Levit  v»  4.  i»efi»r.  n  foe  an  •/m^vi,  and  Numb, 
xiii.  39.  f44i  Trtf  '•  Some  lines  of  this  manuscript  ave  ex- 
hibited in  copper*plate  in.  Grabe's  Prolegomena  to  the 
Septui^nt  cap.  i.  §  6.  in  Rogall  s  dissertation  de  aucto* 
ritate  iaterpoTOlionis  hi  codii^  sacno  N.  T.  and  Blan- 
chini  Evangeliarium  quadruplex  P.  I.  on  the  reverse  of 
the  first  of  lA  plates,  which  are  placed  p.  49  3*  ^onpi 
i4ich  the  reader  may  judge  of  the  ferm  of  the  chpr 
racters,  aad  the  antiquity,  of  the  manuscript 

Cyi ilbs  himself  has  given  the  following'  accouol  ^ ; 
'  We  imow  so  much  of  this  manuscript  of  ^  holy  writr 
ings  of  the  Old  and  New  Testament,  tlmt  Thecia  an  Egyp- 
tian laify  of  dislanction  (nobilis  femina  .£gyptia).  wrote 
it  with  her  own  hand  1300  years  ago  *•  She  lived  soon 
after  the  council  of  Niessa.  Her  name  was  fiMnuerly 
at  the  end  of  the  book,  but  when  Christianity  was  suh^ 
verted  in  Egypt  by  the  ertors  of  Muhammed,  the  books 
of  the  Christians  suffered  the  same  fate,  tfnd  the  name  of 
Thecia  was.  expungsd.  But  oral  tradilaon  of  no  very  aiv- 
cient  date  (memoria  et  toaditio  oecens).  has  preserved  the 
remembrance  of  it  ^'    It  is  difl&sult  to  decide  whether 

thfe 

■  See  Gr^Uf's  Pfolf9|^|i)^Q«,  cap.  1.  i  $• 


*  He  wrote  tUain  th«  year 'i6aS.  Aococdiog  to  tliis  acoonnt  then, 
tbe  maoofcript  must  hate  been  written  in,  3ia8,  a  date  to  whicli  90 
many  weighty  objections  ihay  be  mafie,  that  its  most  strenuous  ad- 
vocates will  hardly  undertake  to  defend  it.  But  this  error  has  fur- 
nished Oodin  with  an  opportunity  of  producing  many  arguments 
egljipsi  the  antiquity  of  the  Codex  Alexandriuus,  which  seem  to 
imply  thatGrabe  and  others,  who  have  referred  it  to  the  fourth,  cen- 
tui^,  suppose  it  to  have  been  writtsn  ia  the. above-mentioned  year. 
Now  it  is  probable,  that  the  inference  which  has  been  deduced  from 
the  account  of  bynWm,  is  more  than  he  himself  intended  to  express, 
u  be  relates  that  Tbecla  lived  after  ihe  council  of  Nicaia. 

'  Qiabn's  Proltgo«isai»  cap.  i.  1 1. 

N4 
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,^mB  ftccount  fae  confirmed^  or  contradioted,  by  the  5tib* 
49criptioOy  whicb  is  written  in  Arabic  on  the  reverse  of  the 
leaf  which  contains  the  list  of  the  books  of  the  Old  and 
New  Testament)  '  It  is  sadd  that  this  book  was  written 
by  the  martyress  Thecla '.'  Now  the  niartyress  Theda, 
who  was  a  contemporary  of  St.  Paul,  cannot  possibly  have 
written  the  Codex  Alexandrinas ;  and  besides,  she  lived 
not  1300  but  1500  years  before  Cyrillus  wrote  this  ac- 
connt.  So  far  then  the  two  accounts,  appear  contra- 
dictory'%  and  Wetstein,  who  was  not  quite  impartial 
In  this  affair,  contended  that  the  Patriarch  falsely  repre- 
sented the  tradition,  in  order  to  ^ye  it  a  ^'eater  degree  of 
probability  '.  But  the  charge  is  really  unju^,  for  Cyrijlus 
appeals  to  a  tradition  respecting  the  subscription,  which 
formerly  stood  at  the  eoduof  tiKe  book,  aad  which  was 
eitlier  expuqg^d  or  torn  out,  not  to  the  Arabic  subscrip- 
tion which  i3  still  extant.  .  The  person,  who  wrote  the 
letter,  had  likewise  heard  that  one  Theda  viiais  .the  trans* 
O'iber,  and  beii^  probably  less  aoquauited  with  eocle- 
Mistical  history  than  Cyrillus,  made  an  addition  to  the 
account  which  confutes  itself  as  the  manuscript  contains 
the  epistles  of  Athanasius ''. 

On  the  other  band,  I  would  by  no  means  place  ab- 
solute confideftce  in  this  tradition.  Dr.  Semler  very 
properly  observes^  that  there  is  no. more  reason  to  rely  on 
a  tradition  respecting  the  transcriber  of  an  aocimt  ma«> 
nuscript,  than  on  a  traditi<xi  that  relates  to  an  ancient 
relick.  Nor  will  I  take  up  the  reader's  attention  by 
inquiring  who  this  Thecla  was,  to  whom  we  are  indebted 
for  the  Codex  Alexandrinus.  (Grabe  supposed  that  ^he 
was  the  prioress  of  a  convent  in  Seleucia,  to  whom  Gre- 
gory of  Kazianzus  wrote  three  epistles,  namely  the  200**^, 
201",  and  202';  but,  admitting  that  a  person  of  the 

name 

See  Grabe's  Prolegomena  Cap.  I«  §  4*     . 

*  Hunc  afiachronismuni  ul  vitaret  Cyrillud  Ucari^,  rem  itanar- 
ravit  .......  at  hoc  nonesattradUioftttr^tiMre,  sed  ncval  ac 

Teteribus  contrarias  fingere. 
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natne  of  Theda  ih  te  foartfi  century  was  really  tbe 
jDopyiftt,  it  is  no  necessary  consequence  that  she  was  tbe 
XiieclatowhoBi  Gregory  wrote,  since  many  might  have 
liveA  in  that  age,  who  had  the  very  same  name.  The 
tcansctiber  might  hanre  been  a  person  of  whom  we  have 
no  further  knowledge  than  tliat  of  her  name,  who  lived  in 
tbe  ei^th  or  even  in  .the  tenth  century.  Notyi^ithstanding 
therefore  the  profusion  of  learning  which  has  been 
displayed  on  both  sides  of  the  question,  an  impartial 
lover  of  truth  must  acknowledge,  that  certainty  is  nofr  to 
be  obtained.  V 

The  conjecture  of  Oudin,  whidi  was  adoptid^by 
Wetatcin,  that  the  manuscript  was  written  by  an  Accsmet 
18  worthy  of  attention,  because  it  contains  a  catalogue  of 
the  psalms^  that  were  to  be  sung  at  every  hour,  not  onlj 
of  the  day,  but  of  the  night  '\  A  description  of  the 
Accemets,  m  monks,  whose  office  was  to  sing  psalms 
n^bt  and  day,  may  be  seen  in  Helyot's  History  of 
religious  orders '',  Vol.  I.  c.  20.  at  present  therefore  I  will 
oidy  observe,  that  this  conjecture  contradicts  not  the 
account  that  Thecla  was  the  copyist,  smoe  there  were  not 
only  monks,  but  nuns  of  this  order. 

The  antiquity  liicewise  of  this  manuscript  can  be 
d^ermined  with  no  certabty,  though  it  appears  fh>m  the 
formation  of  the  letters,  which  resemble  those  of  the 
fourth  and  fifth  centuries,  and  the  want  of  accents,  that 
it. was  not  written  so  late  as  the  tenth  century.  In  this 
centqry  ibwa^^laotd  by  Oudin,  while  Grabe  and  Schulte 
have  referred  it  to  the  fourth,  which  is  the  very  utmost 
period  that  en  be  allowed,  because  it  contains  the 
epistles  of  Athanasius.  Wetstein,  with  more  probability, 
has  chosen  a  mean  between  these  two  extremes,  and 
refenvd  it  to  the  fifih  century :  but  we  are  not  justified 
in  drawiog.  this  inference  from  the  formation  of  the  letters 
alone,  for  it  is  well  known  that  the  same  mode  of  forming 
tbe  letters  was  retained  longer  in  some  countries  «nd 
monasteries  than  tin  others ;  nor  must  we  forget  to  take 
into  the  account  the  above-mentioned  likeness  between 
tbitie  and  thovSalttdic:  cbaraolers.  Wetstein  has  gone  a 
■  .       .        step 
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etiep  flirAer,  aod  to  tbis  tofixMO,  lirhioh  is  not  wiioUy 
iuiprobablt,  hi0  adifad  the  feUoving,  thai  the  Codex 
Alexandnuus  ia  one  qS  those  very  maDuseiipts  frow 
which  various  neadingfr  were  taken  as  marginal  notaa  to 
the  Syriac  version  m  the  jrear  615,  which  I  have 
isentioned  Ch.  viL  sect.  11.  but  this  coQJeeture  has  been 
amply  refuted  by  Ridley,  in  bis  Dissertatio  de  versionibus 
Syriacis,  sect  15. 

That  the  reader  may  be  able  to  see  with  what  little 
ceilattity  we  can  judge  of  the  antiquity  of  this  celebrated 
manuscript,  I  will  produce  the  principal  arguoieots  which 
baw  been  used  botJi  for-  and  againal  it.  He  wiU  probably 
learo^  from,  the  following  statement,  to  pay  less  ad<mttion 
to  the  Codex  Alexandrinus  than  many  eminent  critics^ 
and  iroai  tikis,  example  will  see  the  prefeMoce  that  is  due 
In  many  respects  In  ancient  vexnions  before  any  ungle 
manuscript,  because  tbe  antiquity  of  the  former,  which  la 
in  geocFsJ  greater  than  that  of  the  latter,  can  be  deter*- 
mioed  with  more  precision. 

The  aiiguments  advanced  by^  those  wha  refer  the  Codex 
Alexaodrinus  to.  the  fourth  or  fifth  centuries  tMt  the 
following: 

^  a)  Tbe  epistles  of  St.  Paul  ave  not  divided  into 
chapters  like  the  Gospels,  though  this  division  took  plaoe 
80  early  as  396,  when  to  each  chapter  was  prefixed  a 
superscription,  if  therefore,  says  Gmbe^  this  oianttscript 
had  been  written  alter  tbe  year  396,  it  ia  probablO'  that 
the  copyis*  would  have  adopted  this  MefuWifisiofi., 

To  this  argument  even  the  advocates  for  this  ma* 
Quscript,  Wetstein  and  Semler,  have  marie  weighty  obr 
jeetJMis  '^  which  I  omit  at  present,  because  I  sbw  answi^r 
i(pre3ently  in  conjunction  with  the  following  ailment. 

b)  The  Codex  Alexandrinus  has  the  episues  of  Clement 
of  Rome';  but  these  were  forbidden  ta  be  read  in  the 
eburchea  by  the  council  of  Laodicea  in  364,  and  that  of 
Carthage  in  419.  Aence  Schulxe  has  concluded  that 
Umi  manuscript  was  written  before  the  year  364. 

e)  This  very  learned  cridc  has  produced  a  new  af^u- 
ment  for  its  antiquity,  takeft  from  the  last  of  the  founeea 

7  hjnna 
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bymos  fowd  m  tliia  iMiuMcnpt  iinmediatdy  after  the 
Ifsdkoa^  wfaich  is  superscribed  vfMoc  inturK,  and  b  called 
tbie  gcand  doxology.    This  moroipg  Uymn  ends  hare  with 

tbe  words  wmfarupop  ro  $^h  ^m  ro^c  y$pm9nwi  a«x  aod  the 
clause,  i^fitc  #  <&mi;>  «y«H  »flXVf ^r,  «yi0c  aOa»aT#y  EXf«o-o» 
i^#c,  which  was  lued  as  early  aa  tbe  tinae  of  Pirodus,  that 
b  between  tbe  years  434  aod  446^  is  opt  aidded:  the 
manuscript  therefore  awst  have  been  written  before  that 
period. 

d)  Wetst^  is.  of  opinioo,  that  it  most  have  been 
written  before  the  Ufne  of  J«f om,  because  tbe  Greek  text 
of  tliis  mapuscript  was.  aJtjnred  from  the  Old  Italic. 

e)  The  same  cri;^  iM^odwea  the  following  argument 
as  a  proof  of  its  halving  been  written  before  the  time  of 
Muhammed,  namely*  tfant  the  transcriher  was  ignonmt 
that  tbe  Arabs  wece  called  Uagareoea^  because  he  has 
written,  1  Qhron*.  v.  20.  «yif«i»  for  AyofouM.  To  this 
argument,  though  it  has  met  with  the  approbation  of 
the  impartially  thinking  Dr.  Semler  ^^  may  be  objected 
in  particular,  that  the  name,  by  which  tbe  Arabs  have 
been  known  since  tbi  time  of  Muhamaaec^  ia  not  Ha*- 
l^areoes,  but  SaraoQos.  Theiiiimeristhanameofanatioa 
m  the  neighbourhood  of  the  Persian  galpb ',  and  which 
might  have  be«n  unknown  in  £gypt,  even  after  tbe 
conquest  of  that  country  by  tbe  successors  e£  Mubammed^ 
Besides,  tbe  Codex  Ale^andrions  baa  in  tbe  teise  imaoe- 
diately  preceding,  namely,  1  Chooob  v.  19.  very  properly 
kyofmw :  it  is  certain  therefore  that  myogmm,  v.  so.  h 
a  mere  erratuop,  aod  cawot  be  allied  as  a  proof  that 
the  copyist  had  never  heard  of  such  a  people  as  tiie 
Ha^uenes.  We  find  likewise  Ay^iftTiw,  1  Ghron.  xxviib  31. 
and  Afmfflmi,  Ps.  lxxxii«  7.         •  1 

fiesidie  the  objectioos  wbkh  ai^t  be  made  to  each 
of  tbe  preceding  arguments  in  particular,  it  appears  that 
tber  united  force  afforde  no  certainty,  from  the  com 
sidoratiop,  th«t  the  Codex  Alexandrinus  must  have  been 
copied  from  a.  ^till  more  ancient  manuscript^  and  that  if 

this 

'  l^toria  belli  Nesibeni,  p.  7S.  and  91.  of  inj  Compentafionei 
pesADiios  1763—1768,  tocieaui  scientianmi  pndectv.  •• 
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this  latter  ^vere  faithfully  copied^  the  argaments  apply 
rather  to  this,  than  to  the  Alexandrine  manuscript  itself. 
For  instance,  if  the  more  ancient  manuscript  had  'no 
division  of  the  chapters  in  the  epistles  of  St.  Paul,  nor  at 
the  end#f  the  doxolog^,  the  clause  «yior  o  5io^, «;  r.  a.  the 
writer  of  the  Alexandrine  manuscript  might  have  lived  ill 
a  much  later  period,  and  still  have  faithfully  copied  what 
he  found  in  his  ori^nal.  If  the  latter  had  a  text  that  had 
been  altered  from  the  Itala,  or  contained  the  epistles  of 
Ctsinent,  which  the  transcriber, would  neither  consider 
as  a  crime  to  copy,  nor  hold  to  be  canonical  because  they 
had  a  place  in  the  miinuscript,  any  more  than  the  epistle 
of  Atluinasius,  or  if  he  found  ay^otm  instead  of  myafaiot, 
all  these  the  writer  of  the  Codex  Alexandrinus  might 
have  fiutfaftilly  copiefi,  and  yet  have  lived  in  the  seventh, 
or  even,  as  Oudin  contends,  in  the  tenth  century.  If  the 
copyist  were  really  ignwant  of  Greek,  he  has  given  an 
accurate  transcript  even  of  the  errors  of  his  original :  and 
all  the  internal  marks  of  evidence  will  apply  rather  to 
tbb,  than  to  the  copy.*  It  is  the  hand-writing  aloiie,  or  the 
formation  of  the  letters,  with  the  want  of  accents,  which 
can  lead  to  any  probable  <lBcision.  And  with  respect  to 
the  alteration  firom  the  Itala,  Wetstein  himself  acknow-  ' 
ledges  that  many  much  more  modem  manuscripts  have 
shared  the  same  fate. 

On  the  other  haad,  the  arguments  alleged  to  prove 
that  it  is  not  so  ancient  as  the  fourth  century,  are  equally 
decisive. 

a)  Dr.  Semler  is  of  opinion  that  the  epistle  of  Atha- 
nasius,  on  the  value  and  excellency  of  the  Psalms,  would 
hardly  have  been  prefixed  to  them  during  his  life.  But 
I  can  see  no  reason  to  doubt  it,  since  Athanasiu*s  had 
many  warm  and  strewous  advocates.  A  transcriber, 
who  was  attached  to  his  party,  might  as  easily  have 
{H'efixed  to  the  Psalms  the  epistle  of  Athanasius,  as  other 
transcribers  formerly  prefixed  to  each  book  of  the  Bible 
the  prefaces  of  Jeropa.  It  is  true,  that  Athanasius  was 
more  than  once  dispossessed  of  his  see,  but  this  very 
circumstance  exalted  bim^  in  the  opinion  of  his  own  party » 
3  and 
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and  placed  him  in  the  very  next  raofc  to  that  of  a  martyr. 
If  the  Codex  Alexandrinns  were  written  in  Egypt,  as 
JDr.  Semler  supposes,  it  is  still  more  probable  that  this 
honour  was  conferred  on  the  Egyptian  Patriarch  even 
duringhis  life. 

b)  From  this  yery  epistle  of  Athanasius,  Oiidin  has 
attempted  to  draw .  an  argument,  though  totally  witltout 
fomidation,  that  the  manuscript  was  written  in  the  tenth 
century.  He  says  the  genuine  epistle  of  Athanasiu^  is 
that  which  was  acknowledged  by  the  second  council  of 
Niclea,  (as  if  ecclesiastical  councils  had  never  pronounced 
spurious  writings  to  be  genuine):  that  tUs  cbuncil  quotes 
the  following  words  from  the  epistle  of  Atbanasius  t0 

MarcellinuSy  ««»  ^iCXey  ww  ^mXfmp  rt?  XMi^Capcty  r»f  /My  wtfi 
n  0WTi|fof  v^of nTfio^  mivni^i  f»  tmc  aXAaif  y^Ol^^i  ^VfMt 

^mf  JMi  vf9%v¥t»¥  Jif^ff p^fTou.  Thesc  wordsy  says  Oudin, 
aie  not  in  the  epistle  contained  in  the  Codex  Alexan* 
drious,  consequently  that  epistle  is  spurious.  Here  an 
impartial  lover  of  truth  would  have  said  only  that  it  was 
defective.  He  infers  from  these  premises,  nrst,  that^tbo 
Alexandrine  manuscript  could  not  have  been  written 
during  the  life  of  Athanasius,  because  no  one  would 
have  forged  an.e|»stle  in  the  name  of  an  author  that  was 
then  living,  though  even  instances  of  this  kind  might 
be  produced  from  ecclesiastical  history ;  and  secondly^ 
what  is  a  most  extraordinary  and  umvarranted  step,  tlmt 
it  was  written  in  the  tenth-  century,  an  a^  extremely  fer* 
tile  in  the  invention  of  spurious  productK>ns. 

Oudin  has  very  artificially  directed  his  argumedts,  by 
constantly  presupposingthat  Grabe  averted,  what  in  fact 
he  ImkI  not,  that  the  Codex  Alexandrinus  was  written 
dnri^gi  the  life  of  Atbanasius.  But  his  whde  proof  va- 
nisbes  into  nothing,  since  the  very  words,  on  which  he 
resin  as  a  foundation,  Bre  really  found  in  the  epistle  of 
Atbanasius,  as  it  stands  in  this  manuscript,  and  they  may 
be  seen  in  Grabe's  ,or  Breitinger^s  edition  of  the  Septua- 
^t,  at  the  b^inniog  of  the  25'^  section  of  this  epistle. 

c)  The  Virgin  Mary,  in  the  superscription  of  what 
is  called  the  Songpf  tt^e  blessed  Virgin^  is  styled  ^coroicof, 

aname 
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a  name  which  Wdtstein  says  betrays  tb^  fift!h  centory. 
But  this  I  am  aaaUe  to  comprehend,  for  though  this 
cpitbvt  was  rendered  fataoas,  Ib^the  dispotes  relating  to 
it  in  the  fifth  <?eMory,  being  rejected  by  Anastasius  and 
Nestorius,  and  on  that  account  more  zealoasly  used, 
both  by  the  orthodox  and  the  Eutycbians,  yet  the  ex- 
prelsien  itself  had  been  introduced  m  a  more  early  a^, 
as  may  be  seen  in  Mdsbeim's  Institotiones  hist  eccles. 
Sfle^.  V.  P.  II.  cap.  V.  §  5,  6,  7.  where  it  e^ppears  that 
Cyril  of  Alei^aiddria  was  one  of  its  most  zealous  advo* 
oates.    [See  also  Woide's  preface,  ^52.] 

d)  From  the  probable  conjecture  that  the  Cod.  Alex. 
mBB  written  by  oae  of  the  order  of  the  Aco&mets,  Oudin 
condudea  agMMt  ite  antiqtrity  ,^  but  Wetstein  goes  no 
fvirthei'  %h4n  to  assert,  that  it  ^could  not  have  been  writ- 
ten ^before  the  fifth  century,  betaose  Alexatider,  who 
fodaded  Ibis  orden  lived  about  the  year  420.     Now 
what'Schulze  has  said  in  reply  to  thb  inference,  that  be* 
lin^  the  time  of  the  Accemets  there  existed  other  religious 
peltonS)  who  sung  psalms  night  and  day,  is  possible, 
anil  eteii   probable,  when  we  reflect  on  the  Euchets, 
though  it  is  not  historically  certain :  ft>r  the  passages, 
which  he  bas  alleged  in  the  26^*"  section,  relate  to  psalm- 
ain^g  in  the  morning,  at  noon,  afternoon,   evening, 
commenceameint  of  the  night,   midnight,  and   dawn  of 
day,  but  not  to  each  hour  of  the  day.     I  readily  admit, 
that  the  Alexandrine  manuscript  was  not  written  before 
the  year  420,  biA  not  because  it  was  ^iTitten  by  a:n  Acoe- 
met.  The  founder  of  this  order  died  in  the  year  430,  ind 
if  we  cakorlate  from  the  history  off  his  life*,  we  shall  find 
that  the  order  must  have  commenced  in  the  fourth  cen- 
tovy,  and  probably  between  the  years  380  and  3g()/ 

It 

*  The  following  events  require  a  much  longer  interval  than  that  of 
thirty  yeitra.  1.  His  foundation  of  a  convent  of  Acoemets  on  the 
£itpbratt8,  ia  which  he  hhnself  presided  20  years,  2.  His  retiretnen t 
from  this  convent,  when  he  went  ioto  the  doert  with  fifty  4iKHple». 
3.  His  residence  in  Antioch.  4.  His  residence  in  Coostantiiif^le, 
Vrhere  fae  again  founded  a  convent  of  Acoemets.  6.  His  imprisonment 
twice  in  Constantinople.  7,  The  foundation  af  a  new  convent,  afte  r 
k^htd  ^uitt^  ConstaDtinople,  in  which  he  died  in  the  year  430. 
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R  is  extnUwdbary  that  no  ooe  hte  observed,  that  this 
very  drciuBataQceof  the  AteXattdriBe  iiifinuseript's  hay<« 
ing  been  written  by  an  Accemet,  ornfor  the  ode  of  a 
convent  of  that  ordeiv  is  the  very  strongest  ra^pmient 
that  can  be  aUc^d  in  favour  g(  its  antiquity.  For  ait 
the  very  banning  of  the  coDtrovensy^  relatiqg  to  the 
epithet  ^rw^j  the  Acosmets  dechred  against  Eutyches^ 
aM  were  afterwards  condemned  as  Nestorians.  It  is 
therefore  incenceivabfe  that  an  Acosmet,  provided  he 
understood  what  be  wrote,  should  have  given  to  the 
Viri^  Arfary  a  title,  which  was  become  as  it  wane  the 
signal  ef  engagement  between  the  two  parties.  If  there^ 
fore  this  manuscript  was  written  by  an  Accemet,  or  ter 
the  nse  of  a  convent  of  Acoamets,  it  must  have  been 
wriltoi  before  the  year  4289  in  which  the  (iontroverBy 
bcjgan.  « 

Indedstve  as  the  preceding  arguments  appear,  I  con«- 
fess  tibat  there  is  a  circumstance  which  excites  a  suspi- 
doo,  that  the  Alexandrine  foannscript  was  wrttlcp  after 
Arabic  was  become  the  native  lai^age  of  the  £gyp«- 
tfaat  is,  one,  or  rather  two  centuries  irffaer  Alex- 
was  taken  by  the  Saracens,  whidi  happdaed  in 
die  yiear  640.  The  transcriber  confounds,  and  that,  if 
I  am  not  nnstaken^  4n  many  infiftances,  the  two  letters 
M  and  B,  an  exchange  which  frequently  takes  place  in 
AiAic  See  my  remarks  on  1  Mace*  ii.  1 .  and  iti.  1 6. 
Aooovdioff  to  my  of^nion  tbeaefbre,  die  Codex  Alex- 
ndrinua  is  not  more  ancient  than  the  eighth  cetMury. 

A  question,  that  is  mucii  more  important,  byt  difficult 
la  be  separated  from  that  of  its  antiquity,  is,  whether 
the  Codex  Alexandrinus  has  been  altered  from  the 
Latao.  My^iather,  and  Wetstein,  have  answered  it  in 
the  affirmative,  and  supported  their  opinion  by  weiglity  ^ 
trsiNDents*  The  namber  of  remarkable  instances  of 
eoHicidence  with  the  Latin  version  in  readings,  where 
the  latter  is  particularly  distinguished  from  the  Greek 
text  is  very  oonsidenible*  I  will  produce  only  a  single 
SKtance,  from  which  the  reader  will  be  conyinced,  that 
the  Latin  version  has  had  some  influence  on  the  Alexr 

andrina 
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andrine  manuscript^.    The  cteamon  Greek  text,  Acts 

iff.  35.  is  •  i^»  f •fMirtf  £im,M  rs  v»»^e(  m  tixMr,  but  in 

the  Vulgate  we  fi«i  f\\x\spirUu  sancto  per  os  patris  mstri 
David  f^eri  tui  dixisti.  Other  latinizing  manuscripts, 
the  Cod.  Cantabrigiensis  and  Laudanos  for  instance, 
have  insmted  into  the  Gredc  text  the  words  expressive 
of  spiritus  sanctus,  and  pater  nostef :  the  same  interpo^ 
kktibn  i&  in  the  Codex  Alexandrinus>  but  the  words  'aie 
inserted  in  such  a  manner  as  shews  them  to  be  ^rious, 
because  the  construction  is  wholly  devoid  of  meaning, 

•  TS  wmrfof  nfMiv  ita  mrt v/bi»ro(  ayiu  rofAATOf  Amvtt  vaitvt  cm 
fftTtty.     If  I  were  not  unwilling  to  detain  the  attention  of 
th«  reader,  I  could  add  a  number  of  examples,  which 
my  fetthet  had  written  on  the  margin  of  his  Tractatio 
Critica,  but  I  .will  reserve  them  for  a  new  edition  of  that 
work.     The  question  wiU  be  determined  with  no  pre- 
eiMon,  till  we  are  in  possession  of  the  Coptic  and  Sahidic 
versions^  which  at  present  lie  buried  in  libraries  :  for  as 
these  two  versions  harmonize  in  a  remarkable  manner 
with  the  Codex  Cantabrigiensis,  it  is  possible  that  the 
Codex  Alexandrinus  was  altered  fcom  them,  and  not 
*from  the  Latin.  *  It  .may  be  observed  in  general,  that 
we  are  in  a  state  of  obscurity  with  respect  to  the  latiniz- 
ing nuinuscripts,  and  shall  continut  so,  till  a  proper  use 
hi^  been  made  of  diose  versions. 

Several  remarks,  which  might  be  made  on  the  Afex- 
andrine  manuscript,  witli  respect  to  the  Old  Testamenty 
I  must  defer  till  the  publication  of  my  Introduction  to 
the  Old  Testament,  though  they  might  have  influence 
in  determining  the  value  of  the  readings  in  .the  Neve 
Testan()ent '^ :    in  the  mean  time  the  reader  ffiay  find 
some  account  of  them  in  my  notes  to  the  first  book  of  the 
Maccabees.     Before  I  conclude,  I  must  mention  a  clr^ 
Cumstance,  that  seems  at  first  sight  to  contradict  what 
I  asserted  above,  that  this  manuscript  was  written  by  it 
person,  who  was  not  master  of  the  Greek ':  namely*   ^we 
find  in  several  parts  of  it  ingenious  corrections,  which 
could  only  have  been  made  by  a  man  of  learning.    £ut 
both  these  circumstances  may  be  easily  reconciled,    for 
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an  unlearned  copyist,  aTbeela,  might  have  transcribed 
the. Codex  Alexandrinus  from  a  mone  ancient  Egyptian 
maousciipt}  in  which  those  alterations  had  been  ah*eady 
made. 

This  manuscript  has  been  frequently  collated,  and 
with  more  accuracy  than  any  other.  The  first  person 
who  examined  it  was  Patricias  ]f  unins  (Patrick  Young), 
whose  e^Jtracts  were  used  by  Grotius,  afterwards  by 
Alexander  Huissius,  and  with  still  greater  accuracy  by 
Mill,  though  Pfaff^  has  observed,  and  probably  with 
reason,  that  all  his  extracts  lire  not  perfectly  exact.  But 
since  this  labour  has  been  repeated  by  Wetstein,  we 
have  reason  to  believe  that  we  are  now  in  possession  of 
A  complete  and  accurate  collection  of  its  various  readings. 
I  have  lately  received  intelligence  from  London  that 
Dr.  Owen  designs  to  publish  &e  Codex  Alexandrinus : 
if  the  plan  should  be  put  in  execution,  it  would  be  the 
completion  of  a  wish,  which  I  haive  long  entertained, 
and  which  I  expressed  in  the  preceding  editjpn:  but 
there  is  another  manuscript,  the  publication  of  which 
would  be  attended  with  still  more  beneficial .  conse- 
quences, the  Codex  Cantabrigiensis.  [It  is: well  known 
at  present  that  the  above-mentioned  plan  has  been  very 
ably  executed  by  Woide.]  «     / 

2.  .Codex  Amandi,  which  in  the  second  part.'*  of 
Wetstein*s  Greek  Testament,  is  noted  Cod.  15.  We 
know  nothing  moire  of  it  than  that  Amaodus,  who  lived 
at  Louvain,  had  it  in  his  possession,  that  Zeger  has 
appealed  to  it,  and  that  Erasmus  supposed  it  to  be :  a 
latinizing- manuscript*  It  is  certain  that  it  has  the  suspi* 
cious  interpolation  8  <ru»iix«y,  Rom.  i.  32.  How.  many 
books  of  the  New  Testament  it  contains,  where'  it  is  at 
present  preserved,  and  whether  it  has  been  used  in 
modem  times  under  another  name,  are  questions  which 
I  am  unable  to  answer  ^^ 

3.  Codex  Antonii  Askew,  rioted  58  in  the  third  part 
of  Wetstein's  N.  T.,  containing  all  the  episties,  and 
the  Acts  of  the  Apostles,  written  on  vellum :  it  has  never 

been 

•  De  var.  Icct.  N.  T.  cap.  3.  p.  63.    • 
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been  collated^  but  has  been  consulted  for  i  John  v.  7. 
Veltbusen  has  givtn  a  description  of  it  in  his  Observa* 
tions  on  various  subjects,  p.  51.    It  is  the  very  same 
manuscript  which  Wetstein  has  likewise  called  Meadii 
tertius,  and  noted  Cod.  22 ;  it  has  therefore  been  twice 
reckoned^*  There  are,  properly  speakings  three  volumesi 
the  first  of  which  contaids  the  Gospels^  and  is  termed  by 
Wetstem  Meadias  1,  or  Cod.  109,  but  it  is  not  certain 
whether  all  three  beldng  to  each  other.  The  question  was 
affirmed  by  Askew^  but  denied  by  Yelthuseti,  who  how. 
ever  confesses  that  he  has  forgotten  several  circumstances* 
The   first  volume   according  to  \\s  subscription  was 
finished  24  Feb.  834 ;  now  this  is  not  the  year  of  Christy 
as  Veltbusen  supposes,  but  the  year  6834,  aco(»rdinfl  to 
the  Greek  i^koning.    This  remark  was  made  by  Ku* 
lencamp  in  the  German  museum  for  March  1776  N*  2, 
in  consequence  of  which  he  places  it  in  the  year  of  Christ 
1326.     It  is  therefore  a  very  nkodem  manuscript  ^'« 
Vdthusen  is  of  opinion  that  the  eopyist  uiidersibod  not 
n^hat  be  wrote,  ih  support  of  which  he  appeals  to  Acta 
Kx.  28.  1  Tim.  iii.  16.  where  it  has  5w  and  ^foc.     It 
appears  then  that  this  manuscript  has  been  examined  for 
certain  controverted  points ;  but  firom  extracts  Kke  theae 
we  derive  not  sufficient  knowledge  of  a  tnanuscript)  to 
^nratat  a  quotatbn  from  it,  as  fi'om  an  evidence  of  good 
authority. 

4.  Augiensi^  noted  F  in  the  second  part  of  Wetstein'a 
N.  T.,  is  a  Greek-Latm  manuscript  of  the  epistles  of 
St.  Paul,  which  is  however  defective  finom  the  b^inninft 
to  Rom.  iii.  8.  and  the  epistle  to  the  Hebrews  is  found 
only  in  the  Latin  version.    Hiis  manusdript,  which  is 
supposed  to  have  been  written  in  the  ninth  century  ^, 
has  taken  its  title  frem  Augia  rnqor,   the  namls  of   a 
monastery  at  Rfaeinau,  to  which  it  belonged  at  the  time  of 
holding  the  council  of  Basil.  It  has  since  passed  through 
teveral  bands^  th6se  of  George  Michael  Wepfer,  and 
Mieg,  t31  Bentley  purchased  it  in  17189  for  250  Dutch 
'florins :  but  I  know  not  where  it  is  at  present^.     Tt  lias 
been  collated  by  Wetstein.    It  coincides  in  very  many 
4  pL 
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places  with  the  Codex  Boernerianus,  and  belongs  fvi- 
dently  to  the  Western  edfdon,  for  which  reason  it  has 
been  ranked  among  those  which  have  been  said  to  lati- 
nize. Now  it  is  true  that  it  harmonizes  with  the  Latin 
version,  but  this  is  noproof  of  corruption.  I  will  give 
cmly  the  two  following  examples :  1*  Cor.  xiv.  21.  it  has 
in  common  with  the  Vulgate,  and  Cod.  Boern.  tv  trt^Mf 
yXuo'^ottf  for  cv  frff^yXwo-raic,  but  on  the  Other  hand 
tyxaxMfAiv^  2  Cor.  iv.  1 .  in  common  with  the  Alexandrinus 
and  Clarofnpntanus,  a  reading  which  has  hitherto  not 
been  quoted**  from  the  Boernerianus*. 

5.  Augustanus  primus,  noted  83  in  the  first  volume 
■of  Wctstein's  N.  T.,  contains  the  four  Gospels,  is  written 
CB  velluB),  and  has  been  collated  by  Bengel  ^. 

^.  Augustanus  secundus,  noted  94  in  the  first  volume 
of  Wetstein's  N.T.,  contains  a  part  of  St.  Matthew  and 
St  Mark  on  vdlom.  It  has  been  collated  by  Bengd, 
4rfao  relates,  sect.  8.  that  it  has  five  chasms. 

7.  Augustanus  tertius,  noted  85  in  the  first  volume 
of  WetstfeinVN.  T^y  contains  only  single  leaves  of  vellum 
of  the  ftur  Gospels,  in  which  are  ten  chasms.  It  has 
b#Bft  collated  by  Benget. 

8.  Augusrtanus  quartus,  noted  Evangelistarium  24,  m 
the  first  part  of  Wetstein's  N.  T.  It  has  been  collated 
iiy  fioi^eL 

9.  Ao^stanus  quintus,  noted  54  in  the  second  part 
^  Wetstein's  N.  T.,  contains  the  ten  last  chapters  of 
Ihe  epistle  to  the  Romans.  It  has  been  collated  by 
Bengel. 

4^.  Augustanus  sextus,  noted  55  iq  the  second 
part  of  M^tstein's  N.  T,  in  the  third  46,  contains 

the 

^  For  an  accooi^t^pf  .this  xeinarkab]e  reading  %tt  cb.  iv.  sect.  14. 
of  this  intruduction. 

^  Of  ibe«e  seveo  foHbwing  Augsburg  manuscripts,  we  know  nothing 
Jtaamthen  what  Baogel  Jias  related.  It  is  a  pity  that  they  have  not 
beea  inoie  ^amt^ly  ftescri^d^  f#r  with  /espect  to  the  scMjond  and 
third,  we.are  ignorant  what  chaptei^  they  contain;  Beogel  calls  the 
first  probos,  the  second  sincerus ;  whether  they  deserve  these  epithets 
1  am  mmUe  to  dleiemiine.  . . 

O2 
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the  Acts  of  the  Apostles,  the  epistles  of  St  P«ul|  and  the 
catholic  epistles.     It  has  beea  collated  by  Bengel. 

1 1 .  Augustanus  septinius  is  a  copy  of  the  Exposition 
of  the  Revelation  of  St.  John  by  Andreas  Csesareensisi 
and  has  been  collated  and  quoted  by  Bengel,  as  a  manu- 
script of  the  Greek  Testament,  because  it  contains, 
beside  the  comntentary,  the  text  of  the  Revelation.  He 
supposes  it  to  be  several  hundred  years  old,  and  that  it 
has  the  Africanreadings.  See  his  Fundamenta  criseo^ 
apocalypticas,  §  9.  p.  490.  of  the  second  edition  of  hb 
Apparatus  criticus.  This  manuscript  is  not  numbered 
in  Wetstein. 

r2«  Codex  Bandurii,  noted  O  in  the  first  part  of 
Wetstein's  N.  T.,  is  nothing  more  than  a  fragment, 
torn  out  of  a  larger  manuscript,  containing  the  story  of 
the  Pharisee  and  the  Publican,  Luke  xviii.  and  was 
given  to  Mountfaucon  by  Anselmo  .Bandurii.  I  hftve 
found  only  one  reading  quoted  from  it  by  Wetsteia^ 
.namely,  ver.  1 4.  n  ya^  cxiiyo^. 

1 3 — 34.  Barberini,  noted  112  in  the  first  volutue  of 
Wetsteins  N.  T.     John   Mattheeus  Caryoiibilus,-  by 
order  of  Pope  Urban  VIIL  collected  readings  flnam 
twenty-two  Greek  manuscripts,  which  he  collated  with 
the  Ittblia  Regia  of  Antwerp,  with  a  view  of  publishing 
a  new  edition  of  the  Greek  Testament,  though  Ifce  pro- 
ject was  never  executed.    According  to  his  description, 
ten  of  these  manuscripts  contained  the  Gospels,  eight  of 
them  the  Epistles  and  Acts  of  the  Apostles,  and  four 
the  book  of  Revelation.     He  gives  no  further  account 
of  them  than  that  they  were  preserved  in  the  Vatican^ 
and  other  principal  libraries  in  Rome ;  apd  even  fix>m 
the  description  which  Blanchini  has  given  of  Roman 
manuscripts,  we  are  unable  to  ascertain  those  which 
were  used  by  Caryophilus :  it  is  therefore  posisible  that 
these  manuscripts  have  been  quoted  under  other  names. 
Nor  has  he  mentioned  in  his  extracts  what  manuscripts, 
but  only  how  many  are  in  favour  of  any  particular  read- 
iqg;   he  has  numbered  therefore  his   evidence,  Tvith- 
out  naming  them,  which  is  a  v^  gipeat  defect      His 
5  oollectioa 
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collection  of  readings  is  preserved  in  the  library  of  Car- 
dinal Barberini  in  Rome,  and  because  they  were  thence 
made  kndWn  to  the  world,  tiie  manuscripts  themselves 
acquk^  the  title  of  Codices  Barberini,  an  epithet  which 
belongs  only  to  the  extracts,  though  the  name  is  of  no 
importance,  provided  it  does  not  lead  us  into  error. 
Petrus  Possinus  was  the  first  who  published  them :  he 
annexed  tiiem  to  his  Catena  patrum  GrsBcorum  in  Mar- 
cuoi,  printed  at  Rome  in  1673,  and  prefixed  to  them  the 
fidlowing  title,  CoUationes  graeci  contextus  omnium 
librorum  N.  T.  juxta  editionem  Antwerpiensem  Regiam 
com  22  codicibus  antiquis  MSS.  Ex  bibliotheca  Barbe- 
rini. Mill  inserted  them  among  his  various  readings,  but 
Wetstdn  omitted  them,  on  account  of  a  suspicion  whicli 
be  entertained,  and  which  I  shall  presently  examine ;  an 
omission  by  which  he  has  rendered  his  edition  of  the 
Greek  Testament  less  perfect.  *  And  even  admitting 
lliat  the  whole  collection  were  an  imposture^  he  might 
have  quoted  them  with  the  same  propriety  as  he  has 
quoted  the  corruptions  of  Marcion  ^^ 

It  has  been  doubted  whether  the  Codex  Vaticanus 
w«s  in  the  number  of  those  which  Caryophilus  collated, 
but  at  present  the  fact  is  certain  :  for  in  the  address  pre- 
sented to  the  Pope,  which  is  sdll  preserved  in  Rome,  he 
feqnests  the  use  of  the  manuscript  noted  1 209,  which  is 
the  celebrated  Codex  Vaticanus.  See  the  Orient.  Bibl. 
VoL  XXIII.  p.  156  ^.  He  seems  to  have  reckoned  it 
as  two  manuscripts,  because  it  is  divided  into  twQ  parts^ 
the  one  containing  die  Gospels,  the  other  the  Epistles. 

The  readings  i^f  die  Barberini  collection  are  for  the 
most  part  in  ftivour  of  the  Latin  version  * :  it  has  been 
therefore  concluded,  that  among  these  twenty-two  ma- 
Doscripts,  there,  roust  have  been  many  codices  latini- 
zantes,  a  conclusion  which  is  wholly  ungrounded,  since 
the  only  inference  that  can  be  dirawn  is.  that  these 
^  manuscripts 

m 

<  Carjophilw  says  himself  in  the  preface,  Sommo  Dei  heoeficio  ex 
lat  collatione  perspectum  illud  est,  Vulcatam  editionem  Latinam  tes- 
Inoiiio  Gmcoram  vi^tnstisaimonmi  codicom  .et  automnL  esse  fidelis- 
«t  Gneco  fonti  non  immerito  aeqaiparandam. 

03 
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iiia!i)2scr]pts  were  of  the  Weetern  editioD ;  besides^  Caryo- 
philuB  might  have  selected  those  which  coincided  wilh 
the  Vulgate,  in  preference  to  others.    But  WeC^tein  goes 
still  further,  and  contends  that  the  whole  collection  is  a 
nier^  imposture  ^^.      The  circumstance,  which  excited 
this  suspicion  is,  that  the  number  of  the  manuscripts  is 
precisely  twenty-two,  for  he  says,  *  Stephens  used  ten  ma- 
nuscripts  of  the  Gospels,  eight  of  the  Apostdicum,  and 
two  of  the  Revelation,  which  the  errors  of  the  press  have 
converted  into  four ;  it  is  highly  improbable  that  exacdy 
the  same  number  should  have  been  collated  in  Rome ; 
and  the  editor  Possin  was  a  Jesuit,  and  therefcMre  jusdy 
exposed  to  the  suspicion  of  a  pious  firaud/  I  confess  that 
the  coincidence  of  the  numbers  b  an  extraordinary  cir- 
cumstance, especially  as  tiie  Codices  Vdtesiani,  which  are 
likewise  a  present  from  the  Jesuits,  amount  to  sixteen^ 
the  number  used   by  Stephens,   according  to  another 
calcuiatioiv     But  since  many  of  the  Barberini  readiDgB 
contradict  the  Vulgate,  and  we  have  many  manuscripts 
which  latinize  in  a  still  higher  degree,  a  stronger  proof 
seems  necessary,  before  we  oan  charge  the  church  of 
Rome  with  an  imposture,  which  is  not  only  useless,  but 
if  true,  betrays  the  utmost  weakness,  since  no  one,  whose 
object  was  t6  deceive,  would  have  determined  bis  pie* 
tended  manuscripts  precisely  to  the  same  number  as 
those  wJbich  Stephens  had  collated.     As  mere  accident 
therefore  is  hardly  sufficient  to  account  for  this  agree- 
ment, it  is  more  reasonable  to  suppose  that  Caryop^us 
designedly  chose  this  number,  in  ordtrtbat  a  publication 
patronized  by  the  Pope,  might  have  at  least  as  much 
authority  as  that  of  the  Paris  editor. 

To  this  may  be  added  a  circumstance,  which  renfdefs 
the  notion  of  an  imposture  stili  more  improbable^  uid 
at  the  same  time  affords  a  reason  why  the  Barberini 
readbgs  are  so  frequently  in  &vour  of  the  Vulg^.  Xb^ 
second  rule,  which  Caryophilus  laid  down  in  his  preface, 
and  by  which  he  intended  to  abide,  in  his  edition  of  the 
GrejBk  Testament,  was  the  foUowmg,  si  omnes  IVf  SS« 
codices  a  Ke^  et  Vulg.  edit.  Lat,  ^iasentirent,   ut 
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tiextos  ad  fidem  codicum  MSS.  leg^^iir,  sed  antiqua 
lectio  ad  iioein  capitum  annotaretur.  It  appears  then  that 
the  editor,  however  partial  he  might  have  been  in  favour 
of  the  Vulgate,  intended  to  publish  the  Greek  text  in 
opposition  to  it,  as  often  as  it  was  contradicted  by  all  his 
manuscripts ;  and  upon  examining  the  Barberini  read- 
ings, we  find  that  this  has  really  happened.  A  pious 
impostor,  whose  object  was  to  confirm  the  text  ik  the 
Vulgate,  would  never  have  invented  a  set  of  manu- 
scripts, all  of  which  decided  against  it.  But  as  he  con- 
stantly noted  the  reading  tliat  was  favourable  to  the 
Vulgate,  even  tkough  be  found  it  in  only  a  single  ma- 
nuaoript,  according  to  his  fourth  rule,  '  ne  si  vel  unus  ec 
Codd.  MSS.  faveret  Vulg.  lat  editioni  ad  finem  capitum 
inter  annotiationes  praatermitteretur,'  and  rejected  those 
soppmted  only  by  a  single  manuscript,  if  unfavourable 
to  the  Vulgate,  his  readings  unavoidably  acquired  a 
latinizing  appearance. 

Lastly,  as  many  Barberini  readings,  which  coincide 
not  with  the  Vulgate,  have  been  found  to  harmonize 
wkh  the  old  Latin  versions,  published  by  BlanChini,  no 
one  can  suppose  that  they  were  a  forgery  of  Possin.  For 
he  must  have  been  endued  with  the  gift  of  prophecy,  had 
he  iovented  readings  that  harmonize  with  versions  not 
published  before  the  present  century :  and  he  could  have 
had  «o  motive  for  the  forgery  of  readings  that  deviate 
from  the  Vulgate,  since  they  contradict  a  version,  esta- 
bKsbed  by  papal  authority*  A  list  of  these  passages  may 
be  sees  in  Bhmchini  Evangeliarium  quadruplex,  P.  I. 
p.  491.  for  it  is  evident  that  the  manuscripts  there, 
called  Decern  Graed  codices  Romas  asservati,  are  no 
othCT  than  the  Codices  Barberini  ^.  It  is  here  necessary 
to  remark,  that  Blanchini  has  sometimes  quoted,  through 
mistake,  nine  manuscripts  against  a  reading,  where  Ca- 
lyopfailus  has  quoted  only  one  in  favour  of  it,  concludiiilg 
too  hastily,  that  where  Caryophilus  has  written  MS.  1. 
iSUd  other  nine  must  have  had  a  difterent  reading. 

It  appears  from  what  has  been  said  above,  that  Wet- 
'a  suspicion   was  ungrounded,   and  that  in  future 

O  4  editions 
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editions  of  the  Greek  Testfitnent,  the  BarberiAi  extracts 
may  be  safely  admitted  into  the  list  of  various  reading^. 

It  were  to,  be  wished  that  more  certainty  could  be  .ob-^ 
tained,  in  regard  to  the  Codices  Barberini,  because  ques- 
tions of  importance  sometimes  depend  on  tbem>  For 
.instance,  in  2  Tim.  iii.  16.  a  Barberini  manuscript  is  the 
only  one  that  has  been  quoted  for  the  omission  of  ^the 
particle  x<x»,  which  in  that  passage  is  of  .very  great  im- 
portance. Now  if  they  are  not  Greek,  it  follows  that 
not  one  single  Qreek  manuscript  omits  thb  important 
x«» ;  if  they  are,  the  omission  is  supported  by  a  single 
latinizing  manuscript,  which,  from  this  very  circum* 
stance,  we  should  discover  to  be  one  of  the  Coifices 
Barberini.  ' 

P.  S.  This  certainty  we  have  at  last  obtained  by 
.means  of  Professor  Birch  :  He  discovered  in  Rome  the 
very  memorial  of  Caryophilus,  in  which  he  requests  per- 
mission to  use  the  manuscripts,  noted  in  the  VaticiBin  by 
'349*  354,  358,  1150,  1S54,  and  1209,  which  last  is 
.  the  famous  Codex  Vaticanus.     Birch  has  collated  these 
.  manuscripts,  and  found  in  them  the  Barberini;  readings  ^. 
See  the  Orient.  Bibl.  Vol.  XXIII.  p.  1 53—1 63.    Wet- 
stein  therefore  acted  very  unjustly  in  rejecting  the  col- 
lection, and  has  thereby  rendered  his  Greek  Testament 
.  of  less  value.  *"  .  ^ 

35.  Baroccianus  tertius  ^^,  noted  28.  in  the  second 
part  of  Wetstein's  N.  T.,  in  the  third  23,  in  the  fourth  6. 
It  is  written  on  vellum,  in  small,  neat  characters,  and 
according  to  Mills  opinion,  who  reckoned  it  among 
the  probatiores,  above  500  years  old.  It  contains  the 
Acts  of  the  Apostles  from  chap.  xi.  13.,  the  catholic 
epistles,  those  of  St.  Paul,  and  the  Revelation  of  St. 
John,  in  which  however  the  three  last  chapters  fail.     It 

.was  first  collated  by  Mill,  but  it  appears  from  Wet- 
stein's  second  voluqoe,  p.  743,  that  Caspar  Wetsteio, 
chaplain  to  the  Princess  of  Wales,  has  collated  it  still 
more  accumtely,  though  the  collation  appears  to  have 
been  confined  to  the  book  of  Revelation. 

36.  Baroccianus  quadragesimus  octavuS|  noted  28  ia 

the 
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the  fourth  part  of  Wetsteiti's  N.  T. ,  contains,  beside 
other  writings/  which  belong  not  to  our  present  enquiry, 
p.  5] — 75.  the  Revelation  of  St  John,  from  the  begin- 
ning to  chap.  xvii.  6.  Wetstein  procured  extracts  from 
ity  by  means  of  Caspar  Wetstein  above-mentioned. 

37.  Basileensis,  B.  VL  31  •  noted  in  Mill  B.  1.,  in 
Bengel  Bas.  a  ^  and  in  Wetstein's  first  part  £.  It  con- 
tains the  four  Gospels,  but  with  the  following  chasms, 
Xuke  L  69.—.  ii.  4-  iii-  4 — i5-xii.  58. — .  xiii.  12. 
XV.  8 — 20.  xxiv.  47.  to  the  end  of  the  Gospels ;  but 
some  of  them  have  been  filled  up  by  a  later  hand. 
Mill,  who  highly  valued  this  manuscript,  estimates  its 
antiquity,  on  the  credit  of  Mabillon  and  Battier,  at  looo 
years;  these  two  critics  have  depended  on  Buxtorf, 
who  ascribed  to  it  that  age,  even  an  hundred  years  be- 
fore their  time;  and  if  i^n  we  abide  by  the  assertion  of 
Mill,  it  follows,  that  this  manuscript  is  not  more  an-  ^ 
deot  than  it  was  a  century  and  an  half  ago.  In  itct, 
the  estimate  is  too  great,  even  for  the  present  year. 
Wetstein  says,  the  account  communicated  to  Mill,  that 
its  characters  resembled  those  of  the  Codex  Alexandri- 
nus,  is  false,  and  that  it  bas  marks  of  aspiration,  and 
accents.  He  refers  it  himself  to  the  ninth  century,  al- 
lotting it  the  fifth  place  among  the  manuscripts,  in  respect 
to  antiquity,  though  he  makes  an  interval  of  some  cen- 
turies between  this,  and  the  four  most  ancient.  Wet- 
stein is  of  opinicMi,  that  the  orthography  betrays  a  copyist^ 
to  whom  the  words  were  dictated,  and  who  understood 
little  of  what  he  wrote,  as  h^  has  frequently  confounded 
f  and  at  —  «,  •  and  n  — ' «  and  0  —  o»  and  u,  has  written  • 
nXal^fkiH  for  xX«vdy«oc,  and  for  3tfxAii^/uify»y,  John  xx.  26. 
xturnXmo'ifkipwr^  a  word  devoid  of  meaning,  and  which  does 
not  exist  in  the  Greek  language.  See  Schmelzer's  Dis- 
sertatio  de  Basileensis  bibliothecae  >  codice  Graeco  evan- 

« 

gdkmim,  published  at  Gotdogen  in  1 750. 

This 

'  The  account  which  Bengel  has  given  of  this  and  the  two  following 
manuscripts,  must  be  sought  not  in  his  Introductio,  but  in  his  Appa- 
latas  cniicns,  in  the  remarks  immediately  preceding  the  first  chapter 
of  St,  Matthew. 


3i8  MSS.  (fthe  Greek  Te^ament.      chap.  viu. 

This  manuscript  is  one  of  those  which  was  presented  by 
Cardinal  Jobaones  de  Ragusio,  who  died  in  1444,  to  a 
monastery  in  Basel,  whence  it  was  brought  to  the  public 
library  in  1 559.     It  was  not  used  by  Erasmus  for  bis 
edition  of  the  Greek  Testament,  as  Mill  supposed,  an 
opinion  which  has  been  confuted  by  Wetstein.    The 
mistake  arose  from  the  circumstance,  that  it  has  many 
readings  in  common  with  that  noted  B.  VL  25.  which 
I  shall  presently  describe  under  N*  39.  and  which  Eras- 
mus sent  to  the  printing-house  of  Frobenius,  with  a  de- 
sign of  giving  an  impression  of  it.     In  whatever  relates 
to  the  manuscripts  at  Basel,  we  may  depend  on  the  ac- 
counts of  Wetstein,  who  resided  there,  and  made  very  fre- 
quent use  6f  them,  whereas  the  descriptions,  which  have 
been  given  by  strangers  to  that  city,  are  for  the  most  part 
erroneous,  as  they  were  obliged  to  depend  on  extracts, 
and  to  substitute  conjectures  for  facts.     Mill  procured 
extracts  of  this  manuscript,  not  from  John  Battier,  as 
lie  himself  relates,  (for  among  the  literati  of  Basel  at 
that  time,  there  was  no  one  of  this  name)  but  fironi 
Samuel  Battier.     Several  of  these  passages  were  revised 
by  Iselin  for  Bengel's  edition  of  the  Greek  Testament, 
but  Wetstein  himself  collated  this  manuscript  in  1714, 
and  has  given  its  readings  in  his  edition  ^'. 

38.  Basiieensis,  B.  VI.  27.  noted  by  Bengel  Bas.  y,  and 
-by  Wetstein  i.  in  all  the  four  parts  of  his  N.  T.**  Erasmus, 
who  used  it  for  his  edition  of  the  Greek  Testament,  calls 
It  Exemplar  Capnionis,  and  also  Reudtlini,  ^because  ke 
had  borrowed  it  from  Reuchlin,  though  it  was  not  his 
property.  It  is  6ne  of  these  which  were  given  by  Johannes 
de  Ragusio  to  the  monastery  in  Basel,  and   Reuchlin 
borrowed  it  from  the  monks,  who  were  too  ignorant  to 
use  it  themselves,  and  kept  it  during  thirty  years,  till 
the  time  of  his  death.    It  contains  the  whole  of  the  NeMr 
Testament,  except  the  Revelation  ;  is  written  on  vellum, 
with  small  characters,  and  accents.    On  account  of  the 
subscriptions,  and  pictures,  which  are  found  in  it,  one 
of  which  appears^  to  be  a  portrait  of  Leo  Sapiens,  anil 

of  his  joa  CoiMtantioud  PorphyrogeoiietaSi  WetBfcein 
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GODJectures,  that  it  was  writtea  in  their  tiDie,  that  is,  ia 
the  tenth  century.  Erasmus,  agreeably  to  his  usual 
auspidoat  supposed  it  to  be  a  latiuiaog  manuscript; 
tUs  was  denieid  by  Wetsteia,  in  the  first  edition  of  his 
Frolegodieoa,  but  in  the  second  edition,  which  was  pre- 
fixed to  his  Greek  Testament,  he  admitted  the  charge 
to  be  grounded  Wetsteiu  has  likewise  observed,  that 
this  manuscript  alone  has  as  many  readings,  which  dif- 
fer from  the  printed  text,  as  all  -the  other  manuscripts 
together,  fiengel  values  it  higher  in  the  Gospels,  than 
m  the  other  parts  of  the  New  Testament  ^\  saying,  in 
evangelistis  duntaxat,  (nam  etiam  acta  et  epistolas  habet) 
a  sinceritate  commendatun  He  procured  a  few  extracts 
of  it  from  Iselin,  but  Wetstein  has  twice  collated  it  with 
gpetit  care,  as  he  himself  assures  us. 

Accordk^  to  oiy  opinion  of  this  manuscript,  it  is  en- 
titled to  very  great  •esteem,  I  have  frequently  remarked, 
ei^n  in  those  readings  which  it  has  in  common  only 
with  a  very  few  manuscripts,  that  they  are  entitled  to 
the  preference,  for  instanoe  Luke  xi.  2 — 4.  where  those 
passages  of  the  Lord*s  prayer  are  omitted,  which  I  hoM 
to  be  interpolations  from  the  Gospel  of  St.  Matthew : 
it  is  true,  that  in  such  cases  its  readings  coincide  only 
with  one  or  two  manuscripts,  but,  on  the  other  hand, 
they  are  confirmed  by  the  authority  of  ancient  versions. 
Now,  the  above'^mentioned  interpolation  is  omitted 
indeed  in  the  Vulgatei,  but  this  is  no  reason  for  con- 
cluding that  the  manuscript  latinizes,  since  it  is  like- 
wise omitted  by  Origsn,  to  whom  this  charge  cannot 
possibly  be  laid  *\  Another  ^lample  may  be  taken  from 
Luke  X.  42.  where  the  jpreferable  reading  of  Origen,  the 
Coptic  version  ^\  andof  the  margin  of  the  Philoxenian 
version,  •Ikiymw  it  Mft  JQf<Mi  n  >»•(,  is  found  in  only  two 
manuscripts,  of  which  that  in  question  is  one.  Here  it 
cannot  latinizs^  because  the  Vul^te  harmonizes  with 
the  common  reading,  '  porro  unum  est  necessarium/ 
tmd  the  old  Italic,  according  to  three  manuscripts, 
namely  Corbeiensis,  Veronensis,  and  Vindobonensis  ^^ 
omit  entirely  the  words  §»9^  hw  XB^*^*    The  charge, 

therefor?^ 


820         MSS.  of  the  Greek  Testament,     chap.  tin. 

therefore,  which  has  been  laid  to  it  must  be  en* 
tirely  ungrounded.  A  reading  peculi^  to  this  ma- 
nuscripty  vf •f nTnc  ffr^v  n  »f  w  t«»  wg^fnr^y  ^^  (for 
wf9fnrfif  cny  »c  cK  rw  vfofnrmp,  which  is  found  in 
all  the  other  manuscripts,  and  gives  a  totally  diffe* 
rent  sense),  was  probably  taken  from  it  by  Erasmus, 
Irom  whose  edition  it  has  been  transmitted  to  others: 
no  other  manuscript  has  been  hitherto  quoted  for  the 
'particle  n,  and  no  doubt  can  be  made  that  it  is  really 
in  this  manuscript,  since  Wetstein,  who  twice  collated 
it,  has  not  quoted  it  among  those,  in  which  the  particle 
is  omitted.  Without  deciding  on  the  genuineness  of 
the  reading,  I  will  only  remark,  i .  That  it  is  not  a  la- 
tinizing reading,  since  the  particle  is  found  in  no  Latin 
version.  2.  It  is  a  very  ancient,  and  therefore  respect- 
able reading,  since  it  is  found  in  the  Philoxenian  version 
\m^j  ^  ;^  ^j  o|^'.  3.  As  this  version  was  made  at 
Alexandria,  the  manuscript  is  at  least  related  to  the 
Alexandrine  edition/'.  I  have  sdected  only  these  few 
examples,  but  as  they  are  of  importance,  I  hope  that 
future  critics  will  esteem  the  manuscript  as  highly  as 
it  deserves. 

39.  Basileensis,  B.  VL  25.  in  Bengel  Bas.  /3,  and,  in 
the  first  part  of  Wetstein's  N.  T.,  Codex  2.  According 
to  Wetstein,  it  is  an  incorrect  copy  of  the  Gospels,  writ- 
ten in  the  is^'^  century,  in  which  «,  1  and  i»,  «  and  •,  «r 
and  e,  P  and  v  are  very  frequently  confoimded  ^,  and 
which  was  purchased  by  the  monks,  of  Basel  for  two 
Rhenish  florins,  a  price  proportionate  .to  the  value' of  the 
manuscript  Erasmus  used  it  in  his  edition  of  the  New 
Testament,  and  it  was  from  this  manuscript  that  the 
press  was  set,  after  he  had  made  his  alterations,  which 
are  still  visible  ^',  as  also  the  marks  of  the  printer.  Yet 
Bengel  has  allotted  a  place,  in  his  Apparatus  Criticus^ 
to  several  of  its  readings,  which  he  procured  from  helio. 

40.  Basileensis,  B.  v  1. 1 7.  noted  7  in  the  second  part 
of  Wetstein's  N.  T»,  contains  the  epistles  of  St.  Paul 
as  far  as  Heb.  xii.  18.  Wetstein  has  often  quoted  i^ 
and  has  probably  therefore  collated  it  himself,  though 
he  makes  no  mention  of  it  in  the  place  where  it  is  most 

reasonable 
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reasooaUe  to  expe^  it  A  rqmarkable  reading,  which 
Erasmus  took  into  his  text  on  the  authority  of  this 
iiMuiuscript,  namely,  Rom.  viii.  35.  «iro  rn;  ayAimi  n 
Si»,  for  T8  xJl*^^i  ^^  found  only  in  this,  and  in  the  Mos- 
cow manuscript  %  noted  N:  some  others  have  it  as 
a  scholion.  The  reading  is  likewise  ancient,  for  it  is 
found  in  Or^gen,  but  k  does  not  necessarily  follow  that 
it  be  genuine.  ,  . 

41 .  Basileensis,  B.  IX.  in  Mill  B.  2.  in  the  second 
and  third  parts  of  Wetstein's  N«  T.^  Codex  2.  Wetstein 
lias  named  it  also  Codex  Amerbachii.  Mill  has  given, 
§  1 1 1 9,  very  ungrounded  conjectures  relative  to  this 
manuscript,  which  he  delivers  as  facts : ,  we  must  there«- 
fore  abide  by  the  accounts  of  Wetstein,  who  was  eye-- 
witness to  what  he  relates.  It  contains  the  Epistles  and 
Acts  of  the  Apostles,  belonged  formerly  to  Amerbach, 
as  appears  from  a  subscription,  not  to  the  monastery  in 
Basel,  as  Mill  relates ;  has  several  corrections  either  of 
the  ti^nscriber  himself,  or  of  some  person  who  lived 
yearly  in  the  same,  age;  was  altered  ia. some  places  by 
Erasmus,  and  delivered  into  the  printing-bouse,  like 
that,  described  N""  39.  Since  that  time  it  has  suffered 
partly  from  the  mice,  partly  from  the  carelessness  of  the 
book-binder^  who  cut  off  from  the  margin  many  of  the 
corrections  of  Erasmus.  Wetstein  says,  that  tiiis  ma- 
nuscript is  more  ancient  than  that  mentioned  N""  39 ; 
I  have  no  fiirther  knowledge  of  the  time  when  it  was 
written.  Mill  relates  that  Erasmus  valued  it  at  600 
years,  thiEtt  is  at  present  860,  but  Wetstein  has  shewn 
that  Mill  Was  mistaken,  and  that  he  applied  to  thjp 
Greek  piaouscript,  what  Erasmus  has  said  of  a  Latin 
one.  Mill  procured  extracts  from  it  by  the  assistance 
of  Battier. 

42.  Basileerois,  B.  X.  20.  in  Mill  B.  3.  in  the  second 
and  third  parts  of  Wetstein's  N.  T.,  Codex  4.  contains 
all  the  Epistles  and  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles,  not  in  the 
same  order  as  in  the  Greek  manuscripts,  but  according 
lo  the  Latin  arrangement,  the  Epistles  of  St  Paul  bdng 
preceded  by  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles,  and  followed  by 

the. 
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tbe  catholic  epistles.  Wetstein  reckons  it  among  the 
latinizing  manuscripts,  places  it  in  the  fifteenth  century, 
and  obierves  that  the  copyist  has  inserted  mar^nal 
glosses  into  the  text:  for  instance,  Rom.  xiv.  17*  to 
those  things,  of  which  the  kingdom  of  God  consists,  he 
has  added  a  fourth,  xai  ami^if^  an  addition  which  ma- 
nifestly savours  of  monkish  morality,  and  1  Cor.  xiv.  34. 
he  has  mitigated  the  expression  of  St.  Paul,  and  con- 
verted tirirrr^airrai  into  ivtrirmnratj  a  reading  found  in 

this  manuscript  alone. 

I  have  observed  in  the  Cune,  p.  127  and  178,  a  re^ 
mtfkable  coincidence  between  this  manuscript  and  the 
Syriac  version,  in  a  reading  that  is  evidently  fabe,  wheMe 
we  may  conclude,  that  the  corrections  end  additiom 
fiMmd  in  this  manoscript  were  not  all  of  them  mode  in 
die  15*^  century,  and  by  the  transoriber  himself,  but 
tiiat  many  of  them  are  more  ancient.  Acts  )tfx.  iS.  k 
lias  TCi/g  «/MK(ri«(  for  v«f  vfaffi^,  which  Caryopbilus  had 
likowiae  found  m  one  of  tbe  Codices  Bait>erini  K  The 
Sy  rnc  version  has  both  readings,  for  we  there  find  *  renu»f 
tiabant  offisoMs  suas,  confitelmniurque  qued  feeeraBl^' 
bat  » the  Laftin  version  there  is  no  trace  of  this  addi- 
tion, either  in  tbe  Vulgate,  or  in  Sabatier^s  Bible.  This 
sanuBcript  therefore  has  additions,  which  are  very  an* 
cient,  and  yet  not  tahen  from  the  Latin,  a  circumstance 
which  is  Brdhvourable  to  SemW^s  conjecture,  iVho  sup- 
posed it  to  have  been  copied  irom  the  Compktum  edi- 
tion ^K  Besides,  tbe  <:eiebratod  text  t  Jobh  v.  7.  wbiefa 
tainted  in  that  edition^  is  wanting  in  this  manuscript, 
16  Goeae  has  observed  p.  61.  of  bis  Defence  of  tiie 
{Complutmn  edition. 

Erasmus  made  use  of  this  mahuscript,  and  Mill  ;ppcy- 
cured  extracts  of  it  fix)m  Battier,  but  from  no  other  paft 
■than  4lie  three  epistles  of  St.  John.     Wetstein  must  have 

collated 

^  This  is  one  of  the  examples  which  coniirni  the  Barberini  reHdip^s» 
ttsd  at  the  same  time  shew  that  Caryophilus  and  Possin  were  inno- 
east  of  the  charge  that  was  laid  to  tb^  by  Wetsteio,  as  this  reading 
had  never  been  quoted,  when  Possin  ppblished  the  CoUatio  Cavjno- 
nhih  in  1673  **.  See  the  above-mentioned  description  of  the  Codic 
oarberini,  by  Professor  Birch  ^. 
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collated  it,  betaufie  he  quotes  it  from  the  beginoiog 
ef  the  epistle  to  the  Boinansy  to  the  eod  of  the 
Epistles. 

43.  Codex  Monachonim  S.  Basilii  Romssi  N^iip. 
noted  4t  in  the  third  part  of.  Wetsteio's  N.  T.,  in  the 
fourth  20.  This,  ancient  nmnuscript^  which  Blanchini 
describes  in  his  Evai^liarum  quadruplex^,  P^  I. 
p.  519,  includes  the  whde  of  the  New  Testament,  but 
there  is  a  chasm  from  the  beginning,  as  fiiir  as  /utrmMtiri^ 
Matth.  iv.  1 7«  It  has  never  been  collated,  and  belongs 
therefore  properly  to  the  pteoediog  section  ^^:  but  as 
Wetstein  has  allotted  it  a  place  in  his  catalogue^  and 
quoted  in  his  coUettion  soaoe  ft^  of  its  readings,  which 
Blanchini  had  given  as  samples,  I  could  not  omit  it. 
The  same  may  be  said  of  the  foltowing  manusciipt. 

44«  Codex  Mona^horum  S.  Basilii  Romi^,  N"*  »0]« 
Tbis  is  Wetslei&'6  Godex  24^  i&  th^  Revelation  of  St 
John.  It  is  described  by  Blanchini,  p.  5^2.  of  the 
above-menlioned  Volume  of  his  £vangriiariiiai  quadm- 
plex.  It  b^^s  with  Acts  xxvtiii  1:9.  the  end  of  which 
book  is  immediately  fofewcd  by  the  Revektson :  then 
cMBe  the  catbolie  ie|>istle8,  and  lastly  those  df  St.  F^ul, 
as  teras  Heb^  iii.  12.  Blabcfaim  coaMiends  it  as  wvj 
aoMBty  but  as  It  has  not  been  coUMec),  it  bebngs 
not  properly  to  the  presesrt  tetalogue^^ 

45*  Bodleiaiius  1,  noted  45  in  the  first  part  of  Web- 
^in^B  N.  T.  is  a  Oopy  of  the  fetir  Gospels^  written  ^a 
ifdkins,  but  of  Bo  grtat  antiqoily.  It  has  teen  collated 
by  Mill  ^;  imd  Grieabadi  has  ex^amined  it  moreaociv- 
rulciy  in  die  two  chapters  Mark  viii.and  Luke  ix.  See 
his  S^bol«  criticie,  p.  clxx. 

46.  fio<fie]«nus  3,  noted  46  m  the  first  part  *of  Web* 
serin's  N.  T.,  is  a  c6py  of  four  <3ospefe,  oollMed  by 
Mill,  who  estimated  its  antiquity  at  about  300  yearft. 
Griesbach  has  examined  it  for  Mark  xii. 

47.  Bodleiantis  3,  tnarked  in  the  Bodleiap  libmry 
Sarocdamis  202,  b  a  LectiOndrium  of  the  jfour  Gospds 
written  in  995,  and  Wetstean's  liQCtionarium.5.     It  was 

collated 


224         MSS.  of  the  Greet  Testament,     chap.  riii. 

collated  by  Mill,  and  again  io  several  passages  by  Wet- 
stein,  who  says  only  ^  ex  parte  contulimus.'  It  has 
many  chasms. 

48.  Bodleianus  4,  Wetstein's  Evangelistarium  18, 
has  likewise  many  chasms.  Mill,  who  collated  it,  esti- 
mated its  antiquity  at  about  500  years. 

49.  Bodleianus  5,  Wetsteins  Evangelistarium  19, 
\ras  brought  from  Turkey,  and  is  very  modem.  It  has 
been  collated  by  Mill.  '^ 

50.  Bodleianus  6,  in  the  London  Polyglot  Bod.  1, 
and  in  Wetstein's  first  part  Codex  47,  is  a  very  modern 
manuscript  of  the  four  Gospels,  which  Mill  places  to- 
wards die  end  of  the  1 5*^  century.  .  Usher  was  the  first 
who  procured  extracts  from  it:  these  were  inserted-  in 
the  sixth  volume  of  the  London  Poly^ot,  and  thence 
taken  by  Mill  and  Wetstein.  It  has  a  manifest  idler- 
polation,  Luke  i.  28.  xai  cuXoyn/Myoc  c^  xa^iroc  mc  xoiX^ftc 
n,  which  is  found  in  no  other  manuscript. 

51.  Bodleianus  7,  noted  48  in  the  first  part  of  Wet- 
stein's N.  T.,  a  manuscript  of  the  four  Gospels,  collated 
by  Mill,  but  of  no  great  antiquity. 

52.  Bodleianus  24,  Griesbacb's  Codex  118,  is  a  ma- 
nuscript of  the  four  Gospels^*,  beginning  with  Matth. 
vi.  1.  and  continued  to  John  xvi.  25.  It  was  written  . 
in  the  thirteenth  century,  and  has  many  chasms.  Gries- 
bach  has  collated  it  in  the  following  places,  Matth.  viii 
— xiv.  Mark  i — ^iv.  ix.  x.  x^.  Luke  i — iv.  30.  xi. 
xiii.  35. — xiv.  20.  xviii.  8 — 33.  John  i — ^iii.  v.  3 — 15. 
viii.  1 — 26.  It  is  a  Codex  eclecticus,  of  a  very  extra- 
ordinary composition.  It  harmonizes  in  so  many  places 
with  the  Codex  Reuchlinianus,  described  above,  N"*  38. 
even  in  manifest  errata,  that  the  former  was  either  copied 
from  the  latter,  or  fix>m  one  that  had  been  transcribed 
from  it.  But  in  some  cases  it  deviates  fi*om  the  Codex 
Reuchlinianus,  where,  though  we  find  the  common, 
readings,  the  relationship  is  still  visible.  Again, .  theret 
are  other  passages,  in  which  the  transcriber  seemed  to 
b9  in  doubt  what  manuscript  he  should  follow,  and  lef^ 

a  vacant 
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a  vacant  space.  See  Griesbach'sSymbolae  criticse,  p.  ccii. 
where  examples  are  given. 

53.  Boernerianus,  noted  G  in  the  second  part  of  Wet- 
steio's  N.  T.  It  belonged  to  Dr.  C  F.  Boemer,  was 
collated  by  Kiister,  and  described  in  the  preface  to  his 
edition  of  Mills  Greek  Testament.  It  contains  the 
epistles  of  St  Paul,  except  that  to  the  Hebrews,  which 
was  formerly  rejected  by  the  church  of  Rome:  it  is 
written  in  Greek  and  Latin,  according  to  one  of  those 
versions,  which  were  in  use  before  the  time  of  Jerom. 
The  Latin  is  interlined  between  the  Greek,  written  over 
the  text,  of  which  it  is  a  translation ;  and  as  far  as  I 
can  judge,  from  the  description  given  by  Stemmler,  who 
made  frequent  use  of  it,  the  Latin  was  written  since  the 
Greek '''.  This  manuscript  is  preserved  at  present  in  the 
EJectorai  library  at  Dresden. 

It  is  one  of  those,  which  have  been  particularly  ac- 
cused of  having  beep  corrupted  from  the  Latin.  That 
it  is  a  Greek-Latin  manuscript,  that  it  very  frequently 
bannonizes  with  the  Codex  Claromontanus,  and  also 
witti  the  Augiensis;  are  circumstances  which  afford  no 
proof  of  its  corruption,  and  shew  only  that  it  belongs  to 
the  Western  edition.  ^  But  on  the  other  hand,  it  has 
several  peculiarities,  which  corroborate  this  suspicion,  so 
that  Beogei  himself,  who  was  favourable  to  the  Latiniz- 
ing manuscripts,  has  not  ventiu^d  in  all  cases  to  defend 
it  See  his  remarks  in  the  Apparatus  criticus,  .imme- 
diately preceding  the  first  chapter  of  the  epistle  to  the 
Ramans  ^*.  Among  other  examples,  we  find  a^iwc  r» 
nftyyffX»«  for  a^f«(  ts  wayyiKi^j  Phil.  i.  27.  because 
digne  is  followed  in  the  Latin  by  an  ablative,  and  ch. 
uL  io«  ^vpf9frt^ofAtvof  for  cviAfAog^sfAiyog^  because  the.  old 
Latin  version  liad  cooneratus  morti  ipsius,  which  seems 
to  have  taken  its  rise  from  coornatus^\     Kom.  xv.  32. 

€V9a9awav9^»IAai    vfAty  is  changed  into   apev^v^tt  fAS&*  upwy, 

because  the  Latin  has  refrigerem  vobiscum  ^^     It  has 
likewise  the  suspicious  interpolation  sx  fy»«0-ay,.  Rom.  i. . 
Z2.  which  I  mentioned  in  the  third  secUon  oi  this  chap- 
ter.   The  charge  therefore  M*hich  has  been  laid  to  it, 
Vol.  11.  P  seems 
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seems  not  to  be  wholly  ungrounded :  but  the  alterations 
were  probably  not  made  by  the  transcriber  who  wrote 
this  inanuseripty  for  according  to  the  account  which 
Kiister  has  given  of  his  ignorance,  he  had  hardly  suffi* 
cient  knowledge  of  Greek  to  enable  hioi  even  to  corrupt 
it^^  It  is  possible  dierefore  that  he  copied  firoco  a  more 
^cieot  Latinizing  manuscript  Wetstein  conjectured, 
iiroiQ  the  strikii^  similarity,  that;  it  was  transcribed,  from 
the  Codex  Augiensis  ^^ ;  but  we  are  not  in  possession  of 
the  means  4>f  determining  whether  this  conjecture  be 
gr<)unded,  or  not;  for  ^e  has  entirely  omitted  the  two 
Qdost  suspicious  readings^  P)iil.  i.  27.  iii.  lo.  so  that  we 
^re  unable  to  determine  whether  they  were  in  the  Au- 
giepsisi  the  only  one  of  these  two  which  he  himself  col- 
kted  ^^  He  has  acted  in  the  same  manner  in  resard  to 
the  extraordinary  division  which  takes  place  not  only  in 
the  sentcmcesi  but  even  in  the.  words  of  the  Boemerianus ; 
for. instance  ^catok  xearyrrK,  Phil,  ii.  4.  where  the  Latiu 
version  has  singuli  laborantes  ^*.  It  is  true  then  that  the 
ipoernerianus  and  Augiensis  coincide  in  many  readinjp, 
that  are  found  in  the  Latin  version,  which  might  be  pe- 
culiar to  the  Western  edition,  witl^out  affording  a  posi- 
tive argument  of  corruption  ^',  Unfortunately  we  are 
enable  to  consult  the  Augien^  its^lf^  because  we  know 
not  where  it  is  at  present  preseryed. 

Another  peculiarity  of  this  manuscript  i^  that  the 
doxology,  RooL  xvi.  24 — 27.  which  many  manuscripts 
have  at  the  end  of  the  14^''  chapter,  is  here,  omitted  in 
bqth  places  *"".  This  is  likewise  the  case  with  the  Claro- 
montanus^  and  Augiensis,  with  this  difference,  that  the 
Bo^rnerianus,  after  0/*a(fi;ui  iriy,  at  the  end  of  the  14^^ 
qhapter,  has  a  vacant  place  of  six  lines  for  the  Greek 
text^  arid  OS  many  for  the  Latin  version. 

That  this  is  an  ancient  manuscript,  appears  from  the 
form  of  the  characters,  and  th^  want  of  accents  aod 
iparks  of  aspiration*'.  Yet,  as  for  as  we  are  able  to 
judge  at  present,  it  has  been  altered  from  the  Latin,  '% 
though  it  does  not  follow  from  this  circumstance  that  all 
those  readings  are  to  be  rejected,  in  which  it  cpincides 

with 
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with  tbe  Latin  versioD.  I  wish,  that  I  bad  more  know- 
ledge of  thb  manuscript^  as  I  have  frequently  found  it 
in  &vour  of  that,  which  appears  to  be  the  b^t  reading, 
and,  that  an  impartial  critic  would  carefully  inspect  it,  as 
k  b  difficult  to  form  an  adequate  judgment,  without  exa-* 
miniog  tbe  Greek  and  the  Latin  at  the  same  time.  We 
have  reason  to  expect  a  critical  account  of  it  from  Mat- 
Aai ;  but  I  fear  that  it  will  not  be  impartial,  because  he 
Qsoally  gives  the  title  of  scurrilis  recensio  to  what  Gries- 
bed)  odls  the  Western  edition  *^ 

54.  Codex  Boreeli,  noted  F,  in  the  first  part  of  Wet- 
stein's  N.  T.  contains  the  four  Gospels,  beginning  witfar 
Matth.  vii.  6.  it  has  also  the  two  following  chasms,^ 
Mattkxiii.  25 — 58.  and  Mark  vi.  16.  It  was  fbr<- 
merly  in  the  possession  of  John  fioreel,  Dutch  ambassa- 
dor at  the  court  of  London  in  the  time  of  James  L  We 
know  not  where  it  is  at  present,  but  Wetstein  procured* 
extracts  firom  it  by  means  of  Verburgen,  which  were  made 
soon  after  tbe  death  of  Boreel,  and  inserted  them  in  h\fi 
eolleotion  '^.  But  they  eactend  not  to  the  whole  manu- 
script^ goiog  n<>  farther  than  Luke  x. 

55.  Fragmentum  Bor^num,  a  fragment  of  a  Coptic^ 
Greek  manuscript,  brou^t  by  an  ^orant  monk  from 
Egfpt ;  but  we  know  not  how  many  books  of  the  New 
Testament  it  contained,  as  the  illiterate  proprietor  threw 
away  ibe  greatest  part  of  his  discovered  treasure.  The 
trifling  remnant,  consisting  Of  about  twdve  leaves,  ha 
seat  to  Stephen  Borgia,  secretary  to  the  society  de  pro- 
paganda fide.  It  begins  with  John  vi.  28.  and  eiida 
viL  as.  is  divided  into  two  coliimtis,  the  first  of  which 
cootains  tbe  Greek  text  in  uncial  letters,  and  without 
intervals  between  the  words ;  the  other  column  contains 
the  Coptic.  It  is  a  very  important  specimen  of  the  Alex- 
andrine edition,  and  it  is  highly  to  be  lamented  that  so 
macb  of  it  is  lost  Hwiid,  who  saw  this  fragment  at 
Rome,  in  the  house  of  secretary  Borgia,  having  observed 
diat  it  had  the  reading  ^agarot^  John  vii:  49.  to  which 
he  remembered  that  I  had  givai  the  preference  in  my 
pabfic  kctures,  obtained  permission  to  extract  its  prin- 

p  2  cipal 
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cipal  readings,  which,  together  with  a  description  of  this 
fragment,  may  be  seen  in  mv  Orient  Bibl.  Vol.  XVII. 
N*.  267  »^ 

Britannicus  Erasmi,  in  which  1  John  v.  7,  is  said  to 
be  contained,  is  most  probably  the  same  with  that  which 
I  shall  describe  in  the  sequel,  under  the  title  Montfor- 
tianus.  ' 

56.  Bunckle,  noted  in  Mill  Bu,  and  70  iii  the  first  part 
of  Wetstein's  N.  T.  It  is  a  modern  manuscript  of  the 
four  Gospels,  and  was  formerly  in  the  possession  of  Dr. 
Bunckler  in  London,  whose  extracts  frqm  it  were  com- 
municated to  Mill.  Whether  it  w:as  written  a  short 
time  before,  or  a  short  time  after  the  invention  of  print- 
ing, which  last  Wetstein  asserted  id  opposition  to  Xlill, 
16  a  matter  of  little  importance.  It  is  said  to  have  been 
brought  to  England  in  1476,  and  to  have  been  written 
by  Greorge  of  Sparta,  from  whom  we  have  a  few  other 
manuscripts  of  fhe  Greek  Testament.  This  is  related 
by  Wetstein,  without  mentioning  the  source  from  which 
he  derived  his  intelligence ;  but  it  is  probable  that  he 
speaks  as  eye-witness,  and  that  he  took  his  accounts  from 
the  subscription  to  the  manuscript  itself  *^ 

57.  Bycantmus,  noted  86  in  the  first  part  of  Wet- 
stein's  N.  T.  It  is  preserved  at  Presburg,  contains  the 
four  Gospels,  and  was  collated  by  Wetstein :  we  know 
nothing  further  of  its  antiquity,  than  that  it  was  purchased 
by  Alexius  Comnenus  the  Second,  in  the  year  1 1  S3. 

Cassareus,  or  Caesareanus,  must  be  sought  under  Vin- 
dobonensis.  ^ 

58.  Camerariiy  noted  88  in  the  first  part  of  Wetstein's 
N.  T.  a  manuscript  which  Joachim  Camerarius  describes 
as  ancient,  and  frequently  quotes  in  his  Notes^  to  the 
Gospels  *^.  It  is  one  of  those  few  which  have  rftrn  for 
ixri),  John  xix.  14.  which  I  believe  to  t»e  a  ccM'iiection, 
though  a  very  ancient  one. 

59.  Cantabrigiensis,  or  Cant  I.  or  Codex  Bezae,  is 
that  very  ancient  and  celebrated  manuscript  which  Wet- 
stein, in  the  first  and  third  parts  of  his  Greek  Testament, 
has  noted  by  the  letter  D.    Beside  the  well-known  writlsrs 

on 
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on  this  subject,  the  reader  may  consult  Semier's  Appen< 
dix  Ohservationum  to  his  edition  of  Wetstein*s  Prolego* 
inena,  Obs.  2.  aihd  Griesbach's  Symboiss  criticsc"',  p.  Iv 
— Ixiv.  It  is  a  Greek  and  Latin'  manuscript  of  the 
four  GospelSy  and  Acts  of  the  Apostles.  In  the  Greek 
it  is  defective  from  the  beginning  to  Mattb.  i.  20.  in  the 
latin  to  Matth.  i.  12.  and  has  likewise  the  following 
cbasmSy  Matth.  vi.  20. — ix.  2.  xxvii.  1 — 1 2.  Jolm  L  16. — 
ii.  26.  Acts  viii.  29. — x,  14.  xxi.  2—10.  xxii.  10 — 20. 
and  from  xxii.  29.  to  the  end.  The  Gospels,  are  ar- 
ranged in  the  usual  order  of  the  Latin  manuscripts, 
Matthew,  John,  Luke,  Mark.  The  uncial  letters,  vi4th 
the  want  of  accents,  of  marks  of  aspiration,  and  of 
intervals  between  the  words,  discover  a  high  antiquity, 
and  perhaps  of  all  the  ^manuscripts  now  extant,  this  is 
the  most  ancient.  It  has  a  great  number  of  corrections, 
of  which  the  best  account  has  been  given  by  Griesbacb  "^ : 
many  were  made  by  the  transcriber  himself,  but  others 
have  proceeded  from  a  second,  third,  and  even  fourth 
hand ;  they  betray  different  ages,  and  two  corrections 
are  sometimes  at  variance  with  each  other,  of  which 
those  made  Matth.  v.  36,  afford  an  example.  The 
extracts,  which  have  hitherto  been  given  of  this  manuscript, 
are  extremely  defective,  because  neither  a  proper  dis- 
tbction  has  been  made  between  the  corrections  and  the 
text  itself,  nor  attention  paid  to  the  particular  haiid, 
from  which  each  correction  proceeded:  it  is  difficult 
therefore,  according  to  the  opinion  of  Griesbach,  to 
detarmine  the  edition,  to  which  the  Codex  Cantabrigiensis  - 
properly  belongs. 

To  this  manuscript  has  been  laid  the  charge  that  the 
Greek  text  has  been  altered  from  the  Latin  version'^. 
It  cannot  be  denied  that  some  of  the  examples,  which 
tave  been  alleged  in  support  of  the  accusation,  are  very 
extraordinary ;  for  instance,  the  grammatical'  error  uit  ro 
w*t»f£M  rs  ^$a  xaiT«6ftiy«vT«,  Matth.  lii.  1 6.  which  has  been 

termed 

'  The  Latin  text  of  St.  Johns  Gospel  has  been  printed  by  Semler, 
at  the  end  of  hw  ParaphTasis   Evangelii  Jobannis.    It  was  com- 
'flanicated  to  bim  by  Ktnnicott. 

P3 


830        MSS.  of  the  Greek  Testament      chap.  yiir. 

termed  an  unbappy  translation  of  the  Latin  spiritum  Dei 
descendenteni ''.  But  a  transcriber,  who  designedly  made 
tbi3  alteration,  must  have  been  sufficiently  acquainted 
with  the  Greek  grammar,  to  know  the  difference  be- 
tween the  masculine  X9ir»i»mifra  and  the  neuter  x^ra- 
6asyo9,  and  at  the  same  time  so  ignorant  as  not  to  know 
that  mtvfAet  was  a  neuter.  Mill  endeavours  to  account 
for  this  grammatical  error,  on  the  hypothesis  that  the 
transcriber  intended  to- express  the  personality  of  the 
Holy  Gho^,  the  construction  being  similar  to  •  x^ofMc 
auTov  nx  iyvuy  John'i.  lo.  where  die  pronoun  is  mas* 
culine,  though  ro  fv^  preceded  in  the  ninth  verse '\ 
Other  examples,  in  which  this  manuscript  coincides  with 
one  or  other  of  the  Latin  versions,  I  omit  as  of  little 
importance. 

^  On  the  other  hand,  I  have  found  examples,  which 
seem  to  rescue  the  copyist  from  the  charge  of  having 
corrupted  the  Greek  from  the  Latin,  of  which  I  wiU 
mention  only  two,  though  many  more  might  be  pro- 
duced. 1.  The  Greek  text  varies  sometimes  even  from 
the  Latin  version,  with  whidi  it  is  accompanied.  For 
instance,  this  is  the  only  Greek  manuscript  now  extant 
that  has  in  the  singular  number  i^i^Ooirr«  «vo  Bvtavioc 
nriivfttf'iy,  Mark  xi.  1 2.  a  reading  which  coincides  with 
that  of  the  Syriac  version,  Ui-^  ^^si  ^  •osk^  ^,  and 
with  the  Latin  in  the  Codex  Veronensis'';  whereas  the 
Latin  text  of  the  Cod.  Cant,  has  the  plural  number^ 
agreeably  to  the  common  reading,  igi AtoyrMv  «ut«»,  et  aiift. 
die,  cum  exissent  a  Bethania,  esuriit,  as  I  was  informed 
by  Mr.  Whiston,  in  a  letter  dated  Feb.  2, 1 756,  who  at 
my  request  examined  this  passage.  2.  The  Latin  text 
appears  in  some  cases ^  to  have  been  altered  from  the 
Greek.  For  instance,  the  Latin  version  has  in  general 
hie  dicet  tibi  quid  te  oporteat  facere,  at  the  end  ci  Acts 
X.  6.  but  these  words  are  omitted  in  the  Latin  text  of 
the  Cod.  Cantabrigiensis,  as  well  as  of  the  Landanps  3. 
the  only  two'^  in  which  the  omission  is  observable, 
because  the  spurious  addition  vrog  XftAum  o-oi  n  o-i  iu  veisiy. 

Is  rejected  from  the  Greek  text  of  tbose  two  maauacr^its. 
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Of  still  more  knportance  b  its  remarkable  ootncidence 
with  several  ancient  versions.  The  first  discovery  whtch 
I  made  ti  this  iKttiire  relates  to  the  Syriac  version^  which 
harmonizes  with  the  Cambridge  manuscript  in  a  manner 
that  sufposses  all  expectation,  and  I  may  venture  to 
affirm  that  thb  coincidence  is  at  least  ten  times  superior 
t[>  what  is  discoverable  between  the  Syriac  version  and  any 
other  Greek  manuscript  whatsoever.  Netwidistaisiding 
the  chasms  in  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles,  it  agi^ea  with  the 
l^riac  versions  in  seventy^^seven  readings^  that  are  found 
in  no  other  manuscript,  aa  may  be  seen  ia  my  Cura^ 
in  Actus  Apostolorum  Syriaeos,  p.  82.  and  in  the  short 
Gospel  of  St.  Mark  I  have  Kkewise  observed  tweDty*»nine 
{Mssi^  of  this  kind,  namdy  tii.  11.  13.  17.  iv.  15,  2& 
V.  21.  23.  26.  2%.  vj.  25.  38.  31.  38.  53.  vii.  21.  (in  two 
Madings  in  the  satne  verse)  viii.  1 .  ix.  3.  x.  6.  xii.  2.  1 4. 40. 
kill.  19.  xiv.  12.  30.  65.  67.  69.  XV.  19.'  If  therefero, 
as  some  critics  have  aflSrmed,  the  Cod.  Cant,  had  been 
altered,  throughout  the  whole,  from  a  version,  it  would 
be  most  reasonable  to  suspect  they  Sv/iac  ^.  But  of  late 
y^Ts  there  has  been  produced  a  stifl  greater  number  of 
aodent  testimonies^  with  w^hich  the  Cambridge  maauscripit 
very  evidently  agrees. 

1.  One  of  those  Greek  manuscripts,  which  were 
collated  witb  Uie  Pbiioxenian  version  in  the  seventh 
century  ^. 

2.  The  Coptic  version,  in  a  remarkable  and  character- 
istic reading,  John  xviii.  1 .  of  which  an  account  may  be 
seen  Cfa.  vii.  sect.  13.  of  this  lotroductioa  ^.  The  two 
following  are  likewiseexamplea  of  coincidence  vith  Ihp 
Coptic,  Mark  iii.  21.  «ti  wncav  vi^i  avts  01  y^affk^m^ 

XMI 

^  Professor  Storr  in  the  8^^  section  of  his  Observationes  super 
Novi  Testament!  versionibas  Syriacis^  has  prodaced  several  other 
examples,  ia  which  the  Syriac  vemion  coincidea  with  the  Co4ex 
Cantabri^nsis^  and  at  last  conjectures  that  t)ie  latter  has  'in  some 
cases  been  improperly,  edtered  from  the  former,  through  a  mistake  of 
the  Syriac  text.  If  the  conjecture  be  grounded,  he  has  detected  the 
terpetfator  in  the  very  act;  and  I  confess  that  tiie  exsm|rfes>  wlikh 
M  has  RiveDi  are  not  devoid  of  probability  ^. 

P  4 
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x«i  01  yoiiret,  and  ver.  29.  etfjMfnat,  instead  of  the  usual 
reading  xfictuf  ^. 

3.  The  Sahidic  version  agrees  in  a  very  extraordinary 
manner  with  the  Cambridge  manuscript,  an  account  of 
which  njay-be  seen  in  the  Orient.  Bibl.  Vol.  III.  p.  201 


207  '^. 


After  a  due  consideration  of  all  these  circumstanceSp 
vre  shall  hardly  conclude  that  a  Greek-Latin  manuscript 
written  in  the  West  of  Europe,  where  Latin  only  was 
spoken,  has  been  altered  from  the  Syriac ;  and  the  natural 
inference  to  be  deduced  is,  that  its  readings  are  for  the 
^iosi  part  genuine,  and  of  course  preferable  to  those  of 
modem  manuscripts '"".'.  On  the  other  hand,  I  will  not 
deny  that  several  appear  to  be  faulty,  being  either 
scholia,  or  a  substitution  of  an  easy  for  a  difficult  reading, 
or  the  result  of  an  alteration  made  to  remove  some 
unfiatvourable  doctrine.  I  will  mention  a  few  of  these 
which  seem  to  be  spurious,  though,  in  consequence  of 
the  defective  extracts,  which  have  been  made  from  this 
manuscript,  I  am  unable  to  determine,  whether  they  are 
ladings  of  the  first  hand,  or  merely  corrections ;  a  know- 
ledge of  which  must  have  material  influence  on  our 
judgment  of  the  manuscript  itself.  Matth.  x.  4.  we 
find  Xafayaiof  for  Kav«viTii(,  an  alteration  which  must  be 
ascribed  to  the  conceit  of  an  ignorant  transcriber,  who 
changed  a  proper  name,  which  was  unknown  to  him, 
into  one,  with  which  be  was  acquainted ;  it  is  found  in 
no .  manuscript,  nor  even  in  the  Syriac  version,  but  is 
peculiar  to  the  Latin  aud  the  Coptic,  and  proceeded 
probably  from  a  copyist,  who  was  ignorant  of  the  Oriental 
languages,  Matth.  xvii.  1.  Mark  ix.  2.  we  find  in  this 
manuscript  alone  avoeyi^  for  awa^tfu,  which  has  the  ap- 
pearance of  a  scholion,  made  in  consequence  of  the 
objection  to  the  latter  reading,  that  Christ  conducted,  not 
carried  his  disciples  to  the  Mount,  in  the  same  manner 
as  Cicero  vented  his  satire  against  a  similar  use  of  the 
Latin  word  adferre.  Matth.  xxi.  7.  for  cirixati«-«F  utawA 
ftUTtti',  a  reading  at  which  many  had  taken  offence, 
because  Christ  could  have  sat  on  only  one  ass,  not 

considering 
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coDsidering  that  avruv  might  refer  to  tfAana,  we  find  ia 
this  manuscript  alone  tirctm  aDm :  it  is  true  that  this  is 
the  reading  of  the  Latin  version^  but  not  of  the  Latin 
version  alone,  for  it  is  likewise  in  the  old  Syriac,  and  the 
Coptic.  Mark  i.  41.  the  Cod.  Cant,  alone  has  ogyKr^u^ 
for  ewXay^y^ff^Bii,  agreeably  to  the  Latin  iratus;  a  reading 
found  also  in  the  Corbejensis  2.  arid  the  Vercellensis  '''^. 
This  has  all  tlie  appearance  of  an  alteration  from  the 
Latin  version,  which  in  other  manuscripts,  both  ancient 
and  modern,  has  misertus.     In  the  old  Syriac,  as  well 
as  in    the   Philoxenian,   we  find  >2^;^]  misertus  est, 
which  might  be  an  erratum  for  >Q^;^j  iratus  est,  and 
give  rise  to  the  reading  of  the  Cambridge  manuscript, 
though  it  is  possible  that  the  reading  of  the  latter  was 
an  early  correction  of  some  critic,  who  thought  that  a 
word  expressive  of  anger  was  more  suitable  to  the  oc- 
casion, than  one  expressive  of  pity.  Mark  vi.  56.  vXaruai^ 
is  peculiar  to  this  manuscript,  instead  of  «yo(iaKy  an  alter- 
ation which  arose  perhaps  from  the  supposition  that  the 
former  reading  was  more  suitable  to  the  context,  which 
relates  to  towns  and  villages.    It  is  admissible  as  a  scho- 
lion,  but  notTas  a  part  of  the  text.     In  this  example  the 
Cambridge  manuscript  agrees  with  the  Vulgate,  which 
has  in  plateis ;  but  it  is  by  no  means  a  necessary  con- 
sequence, that  the  former  was  altered  from  the  latter, 
since  it  might  have  been  copied  from  a  still  more  ancient 
manuscript,  that  had  tv  vAArnai; '*^    The  Syriac  P^^o*^ 
is  a  medium  between  both,  since  it  may  be  rendered 
either  street  or  market  *''^.    Mark  vii.  ig.  ik  o^btop  s^i^- 
X*^^  ^  nothing  more  than  a  scholion  for  m  rov  afttgm» 
ixwofguiTMy  which  is  found  in  all  the  other  manviscripts. 
Luke  xvii.  22.  it  adds  rmm  to  the  common  text,  having 

fAiMP   TUP  nfAtguy  TOTTAN  rx.  vis  ra  «yO^A»rii,  and  in  the 

Latin  we  find  in  like  manner  unum  dierum  HOKUM  filii 
honxinis,  a  reading  found  in  no  other  manuscript,  either 
Greek  or  Latin.  This  thtuv  determines  the  sense  of  the 
passage,  which  without  it  •  is  capable  of  more  than  one 
explanation ;  and  the  Latin  appears  in  this  case  to  have 
becD  altered  firom  ihe  Greek  reading,  which  is  peculiar 

to 
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to  this  manuscript,  and  is  found  in  none  of  the  ancient 
Versions,  that  in  other  respects  agree  with  it,  not  even 
in  the  Syriac.  Whether  it  is  to  be  explained  as  a 
acholion,  or  an  interpolation,  I  will  not  pretend  to 
determine.  Luke  xxii.  1 6.  wq  om  xotmu  P^ttOn,  in  th6  Latin 
usque  quo  novum  edatur,  a  reading  found  in  no  other 
either  Greek  or  Latin  manuscript,  has  all  the  appearance 
of  a  sdiolion '''',  ^nd  the  Latin  seems  to  have  been 
altered  from  the  Greek :  the  same  may  be  said  of  cv  r« 
n/ASf^m^  iXiutf'fvc  0*8,  in  die  adventos  tui,  Luke  xxiii.  42. 
unless  it  be  explained  as  a  correction.  John  vi.  1.  ttf 
fa  (Agft  is  an  addition  peculiar  to  this  manuscript,  it 
being  the  only  one  that  has  vtfw  mc  ^akka^mg  EIC  TA 
MEPH  mc  TiCc^ia^oc,  and  the  Latin  text  of  the  Cod. 
Cant,  which  is  here  altered  from  the  Greek,  has  trans 
mare  Galilaeae  in  fines  Tiberiadis.  The  Vulgate,  both 
ancient  and  modem,  has  very  properly  trans  mare  Ga- 
liteae,  quod  est  Tiberiadis ;  but  the  old  Latin  version,  in 
the  Codex  Veronensis,  has  in  fines  in  common  with  the 
Cambridge  manuscript,  whereas  all  the  others,  which 
coincide  not  with  the  Vulgate,  explain  the  passage  by 
different  additions,  as  may  be  seen  in  Blanchini  '^.  Acts 
xii.  5*  t^G  Cod.  Cant,  alone  ha3  voxxii  h  vfo^{\)^n  nir  ty 

iurtpuft  vrtft  avr*  airo  ni?  ixxXho-iac  V(og  rw  ^top  wtft  «vr»^ 

and  in  the  Latin,  multa  vero  oratia  erat  instantissime  pro 
€o  ab  ecclesia  ad  Peum  super  ipso,  a  reading  which  has 
]been  chiefly  taken  from  the  Greek  "•^  Acts  xii.  19. 
§cwxTM^¥en  for  airax^y»i  seems. to  be  a  scholion,  unless 
it  be  a  correction  from  the  Syriac,  or  the  Coptic.  Per- 
haps it  was  originally  written  as  a  marginal  note,  tateb 
flx)m  pne  of  these  versions,  and  by  degrees  admitted  intb 
the  text.  This,  fit  least  is  certain,  that  it  is  not  an  alter- 
iition  from  one  of  the  Latin  versions,  which  have  aloidSt 
universally  duci,  and  the  Latin  text  of  the  Cambridge 
manuscript  itself  has,  according  to  Sabatier,  vigiles  jusslt 
bbduci.  Acts  xiii.  47.  the  Cod.  Cant,  alone  omits  nf/^tp, 
and  reads  yr«  ycto  mnraXxh  Ku^^oc,  but  not  in  the  Latiil» 
which  is,  according  to  Sabader,  ita  enini  mandatom 
dedit  nobis  domious.  It  seems  to  be  a  designed  omission, 
3  and 
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and  that  i»/(4ur  was  rejected  by  some  ancient  critic  as  a 
spurious  reading,  because  the  passage  of  Isaiah,  wbidi 
St  Paul  immediately  quotes,  refers  to  Christ  alone. 

On  the  otber  hand,  several  of  the  readings  in  the 
Codex  Cantabri^ensis  are  the  very  reverse  of  corrections^ 
or  modifications  of  a  difficult  passage :  for  instance,  m 
«HiCaiHi,  John  vii.  8.  a  text  which  has  been  exposed  to 
the  censure  of  Porphyry,  and  therefore  altered  by  many 
transcribers,  with  a  view  of  evading  the  objection,  int6 

The  result  of  the  preceding  remarks  is,  that  the 
manuscript  in  question  cannot  possibly  have  been  altered 
from  the  Latin,  according  to  the  charge  which  has  heem 
uaoally  laid  to  it.  The  transcriber  appears  to  have  acted 
like  a  critic,  to  have  corrected  the  text  from  the  best 
help  which  he  could  procure,  to  have  derived  assistance 
from  many  ancient  manuscripts,  some  of  which  perhaps 
had  admitted  scholia  into  the  text,  and  at  times  to  have 
ventured  a  critical  conjecture.  But  till  we  are  fully 
infonned  what  readings  are  to  be  ascribed  to  the  text 
itself  and  what  to  subsequent  corrections,  it  is  impossible 
to  decide  on  this  subject  with  any  certainty,  which  w6 
shall  more  easily  obtain,  if  to  the  above-mentioned  in- 
fimnation  be  added  a  diligent  use  of  the  Sahidic  version. 
I  deier  therefore  for  the  present  my  opinion  on  many 
points  relative  to  this  subject,  and  wait  for  the  publication 
of  Dr.  Kipling,  to  whom  none  of  these  sources  of  in- 
formation can  be  inaccessible. 

Tlie  history  of  this  most  important  manuscript  must 
he  related  in  an  inverted  order,  because  our  knowledge 
of  k  in  later  times  is  certain,  whereas  the  higher  we 
escend,  the  greater  is  the  obscurity,  in  which  we  are 
involvied,  till  at  length  we  lose  ourselves  in  the  maze  of 
those  unwarranted  conjectures,  that  have  been  ventured 
by  Wetstein.  At  present  it  is  the  property  of  the 
IraiverMty  of  Cambridge,  which  received  it  as  a  present 
irom  Besa,  its  former  proprietor,  in  the  year  1581.  The 
teamed  donor  was  so  for  from  over-ratins  the  value  of 
laanuecript,  that^  in  bis  letter  to  the  ITnivernty,  he 

expressed 
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expressed 4 himself  in  the  following  manner:  etsi  veio 
nulli  melius  quam  vos  ipsi,  quae  sit  huic  exemplari  fides 
habenda,  SBStimarint,  hac  de  re  tamen  vos  admonendos 
duxiy  tantam  a  me,  in  L^cae  pnrsertini  evangelio,  re- 
pertam  esse  inter  hunc  codicem  et  ca&teros  quamtumvis 
yeteres  discrepantiam,  ut  vitandae  quorundam  offensioni 
asservandum  potius  quam  publicandum  existimem.  This 
passage  is  the  more  entitled  to  our  attention,  as  Wetstein, 
who  sometimes  forgets  the  rules  of  decorum,  when  be 
speaks  of  Beza,  has  accused  him  not  only  of  being  too 
precipitate,  but  even  of  acting  unfairly,  and  of  quoting 
this  single  manuscript  as  two  different  manuscripts  con- 
firming the  same  reading.  He  says,  p.  34.  vereor  ut 
Beza  ipse  omni  culp4  careat,  neque  reperio  quomodo 
ipsum  crimine  minus  sincere  administrates  rei  liberare 
queam. 

According  to  Beza's  own  account,  which  he  has 
repeated  more  than  once,  this  manuscript  was  found  at 
Lyons,  in  the  monastery  of  St.  Irenceus,  in  the  year  1562, 
at  tlie  commencement  of  the  civil  war  in  France  '^, 
from  which  period  he  made  use  of  it  till  the  year  15S1, 
and  has  frequently  quoted  it  in  his  edition  of  the  Greek 
Testament,  published  in  1582.  Though  he  styles  it  in 
this  publication  meus  codex,  notwithstanding  he  had 
sent  it  to  Cambridge  the  year  before,  yet  no  impartial 
critic  can  find  with  Wetstein  in  this  circumstance  ^  a 
ground  of  suspicion :  for  it  cannot  be  supposed  that  Beza 
made  his  remarks  in  the  same  year,  in  which  the  work 
was  printed,  but  during  the  interval  that  elapsed  be- 
tween the  editions  of  1565  and  1582.  At  that  time 
therefore  he  could  give  it  no  other  name  than  tliat  of 
codex  meus,  and  it  would  have  been  surely  absurd, 
because  the  manuscript  was  already  sent  to  Cambridge 
when  his  remarks  were  ready  for  the  press,  to  have  altered 
in  each  of  them  codex  meus  into  codex  olim  meus.  . 

On  the  other  hand,  the  account  of  Beza  appears  con- 
tradictory to  the  very  probable  assertion  of  Wetstein,. that 
the  Cod.  Cant  and  the.  Codex  |3  Stephani,  which,  as  be 
rdates^  some  of  his  friends  had  collated;  in  Italy,  foe  bia 

edition 
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edilioa  of  1 550,  are  one  and  the  same  manuscript.  It  is 
true  that  Beza  quotes  them  as  totally  distinct ;  but  very 
obvious  circumstances  decide  in  fevour  of  Wetstein.  Both 
manuscripts,  if  the  expression  is  allowable  where  the  same 
thing  has  merely  two  different  names,  contain  only  the 
Gospels  and  Acts  of  the  Apostles:  where  the  Cambridge 
manuscript  has  chasms,  no  readings  are  quoted  by  Ste- 
phens from  the  Codex  |3;  and  the  readings  of  the  Codex 
Siephanip,  among  which  are  450  lectiones  singulares,  are 
in  general  found  in  the*Cambridge  manuscript  "^  This 
discovery  is  of  real  importance,  for,  since  the  Cod. 
Cant  varies  fix)m  the  common  Greek  text  in  a  greater 
degree  than  any  other,  it  makes  a  material  difference, 
whether  the  deviations  are  peculiar  to  this  manu- 
script, or  whether  they  are  confirmed  by  other  autho-  ' 
ritjr.  Wetstein  therefore,  in  order  to  avoid  the  error 
of  producing  two  witnesses  instead  of  one,  has  not  ad- 
mitted the  Cod.  Stephani  |3  into  his  colkction  of  various 


Th^  animosity  which  Wetstein  had  excited  in  Basel, 
ooited  with  his  harsh  treatment  of  Beza,  was  the  cause 
iK>t  CMily  that  thb  discovery  was  called  in  question  by 
cool  and'  impartial  lovers  of  the  truth,  but  that  the  author 
was  attacked  in  a  violent,  and  even  virulent  manner,  in 
a  work  published  in  1 730,  by  an  anonymous  writer,  and 
entitled  Specimen  observationum  in  prolegomena,  &c. 
The  only  argument  of  real  consequence,  advanced  in 
thb  work,  is  the  following,  that  Stephens  has  quoted 
from  his  Codex  |3  twenty  passages,  whidi  vary  from  those 
in  the  Codex  Cantabrigiensis.  Bengei  \  who  speaks  with- 
out warmth  or  partiality,  has  added  to  these  twenty  an 
bstance  taken  from  Acts  xxi.  35.  and  I  have  found 
another,  Acts  xiii.  1 .  But  the  answer  is  easy,  and  has 
been  really  given  by  Wetstein  "',  naniely,  among  so  great 
a  number  of  quoted  readings,  either  Stephens  himself, 

or 

^  P.  445.  of  the  first  edition,  p.  81,  83,  of  the  second.  H^  says, 
aoo  interpono  me  in  controversiani,  quse  politicas  potius  quaxn  criticas' 
▼idctur  raiioncs  habere.  ^ 
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or  the  compositor,  mig^t  have  eaBily  made  tw^ty 
errata,  either  by  inaccurately  quoting  the  words,  or  ae^ 
ting  the  letter  0;  where  another  letter  should  have  boea 
placed.  Wetstein's  rc^y  derives  a  great  accession  of 
probability  from  the  doubts  which  he  l^s  started  relative 
to  the  celebrated  accuracy  and  diligence  of  Stephens  "% 
and  also  fixuB  the  following  remark  of  the  inqmrtid! 
Bengel,  that,  though  the  Comf^Qtensian  Bible,  and  the 
Codex  Stepbani «,  are  undoubtedly  one  and  the  samd 
thing,  yet  mrore  than  twenty  exaoiptes  might  be  pro^i 
duced,  where  Stephens  quotes  from  Codex  «  what  i»  not 
found  in  the  Complutensian  Bible.  Wetsteio  has  giveii 
likewise  particular  answers  to  t&e  respective  examplai,  of 
which  I  will  quote  the  following^  as  it  contains  at  the 
8a0!ie  time  a  new  argument  in  favour  of  his  discovery. 
Acts  viii.  6.  Stephens  quotes  from  the  Codex  P,  v^ocn^^tfr 
III  ot  p;(Xn,  and  Mill,  from^the  Cod.  Cant  «c  h  nxaov  ma^ 
tic «»  ^x^^*  vf  •ro^'v.  Now  the  Cambridge  manuscript^ 
according  to  WetBtein,  has  both  these  readings,  one  from 
the  band  of  the  transcriber,  the  other  frt>m  the  hand  of 
a  corrector. 

Ab  it  appears  then  that  these  two  different  tittes  bdddgf 
m  &ct  to  one  and  the  sanle  manuscript,  the  question- 
naturally  arises,  how  could  fieza  give  so  contradictory 
an  account,  and  quote  them  as  diflterent  manuscripts ""  ? 

Wetstein 


■  To  this  may  be  added  what  Semler  has  observed  in  his  46^  Notte' 
to  Wetstein's  Prol^omena:  quomodo  iingi  poteet,  ut  Beka  manibiis 
siiis  teneat  codicem,  eamque  diversum  potet  a  Stepbani  /^  si  hie  /? 
Ait  numero  idem  ille  codex?  Nunquamne,  qui  contulerat,  Stepbani 
fflios  oculis  poBtea  vidit  hone  Bezx  librtim  ?  But  this  objection  will' 
lie  obviated,  when  we  recoDect  that  the  nmntascnpt  was  not  collated 
by  Hepry  Stephens,  for  his  father  says  expressly,  To  ^  re  o  I«raXif 
MTo  TiM»  nfuri^M  ayriCx^dif  fihm  "*.  Dr.  Semler  conjectures  in  his 
44*^  Note  that  the  Codex  Stepbani  fi  might  have  been  a  transcript  of 
Uie  Cod.  Cant,  and  brought  to  Italy  a  short  time  before  it  was  col« 
Hted.  The  same  thought  has  likewise  occurred  to  me,  but  it  is 
attended  with  the  following  difficulties. 

1.  Stephens  calls  his  Codex  /?,  vehatiiiinmm  exemplar  in  Italia  ab 
amicis  coUatum. 
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Wetstein  GODJectMresy  that  fie^  confounded  the  manu- 
script,  which  was  discovered  at  Lyons,  with  that,  which 
was  brpught  from  Clermont,  in  wUch  latter  place,  Wet« 
stein  believes  that  the.  Codex  Cantabrigiensis  was  found ; 
anfl  supposes  further,  that  Beza,  who  says  that  his  MS.  en 
Sl  Paul's  epistles  came  from  Clermont  in  the  diocese 
of  Beauvais,  was  here  again  guilty  of  a  mistake,  in  con-> 
ficMuidiDg  this  place  with  Clermont  in  Auvergpe ".  Now 
two  such  blunders  together  can  hardly  be  ascribed  to 
Beza,  and  I  would  rather  suppose  that  a  manuscript^ 
which  had  been  preserved  in  Italy  till  the  year  1 550,  was 
broQgfat  by  some  accident  to  Lyons,  and  discovered  there 
10  15021  by  some  one,  who  was  igporant  of  its  value,  andi 
was  able  to  give  no.  further  account  of  it  "^  The  ma- 
nuscript then  was  about  the  year  1 550,  in  Italy,  that  is^ 
according  to  a  conjecture  of  Wetstein,  which  is  still  lesa 
probable  than  the  former,   at  Trent  "^      For,  sinca 

William 


^  It  is  difficult  for  d  treiiBcript  to  harmoni^o  so  perfectiy  with  U19 
onginal,  as  is  really  the  case  with  the  Cod.  Cant,  and  the  Cod.  /3, 
even  if  allowance  he  made  for  the  two-and-twenty  readings  in  whick 
they  appear  to  differ  ^*, 

■  Wetstein  adds,  as  a  new  argument  in  support  of  his  conjec- 
tsre,  that  Beza,  in  his  last  edition,  published  in  1595,  calls  out! 
ttafmscript  Claromontanus^  in  his  Notes  to  Luke  xix.  26.  and^ 
Acta  XX.  s.  The  truth  of  this  aasertion  csaoot  be  densttd;  but  iA 
we  f^fiect  that  Beaa  was  at  that  time  seventy-six  yearaold,  thati  he 
had  scut  his  manuscript  to  Cambridge  fourteen  yeara  before  that 
period,  and  that  he  entirely  lost  the  use  of  his  memory  in  the  latter 
part  of  his  life,  the  inference,  which  Wetstein  deduces,  loses  all 
probability.  The  two  quotations,  which  he  has  made  tiovx  Beza's^ 
last  edition,  are  to  be  found  in  none  of  the  preceding,  and  they  cannot 
be  considered  as  corrections  of  former  mistakes.  These  two  notes^' 
which  may  be  regarded  as  new  at  that  time,  as  far  as*  concerns  the 
poblication,  he  had  probably  put  to  paper  before  the  year  15S1,  im 
wtech  be  gave  away  the  mamiscript,  bat  had  not  printed  them,  aai 
beins  of  little  importance.  Many  years  afterwards,  agreeably  to  the 
Oi^J  practice  of  men  of  learning  toward  the  close  of  their  lives,  ha 
collected  his  scattered  papers^  and  being  deprived  of  his  memory,  it 
is  no  wonder  that  he  coofoooded  the  Codex  Cantabrigiensis,  which 
be  bad  not  seen  during  fourteen  years,  with  the  Claromontanus, 
which  was  still  in  his  possession^  as  the  two  manuscripts  are  so 
BwljaUied^ 
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William  a  Prato  Bishop  of  Clermont,  brought  with  him  to 
the  Council  of  Trent  a  Greek  manuscripti  from  which 
he  quoted  John  xxi.  22.  i»v  avrw  dfXw  fumy  OTTX2Z  wf 
ff;^opai,  a  reading  found  only  in  the  Cod.  Cant,  Wetstein, 
who  heaps  conjecture  on  conjecture,  concludes  that  the 
Bishop  had  the  Cod.  Cant,  and  that  it  ought  to  have 
.  been  called  Claromontanus  ""•  But  this  argument  of 
Wetstein  rests  on  very  uncertain  ground,  as  coincidence 
in  a  single  reading  is  a  weak  proof  of  the  identity  of  whole 
manuscripts"'.  *  - 

Having  thus  far  advanced,  he  takes  a  flight  of  not 
less  than  seven  centuries,  and  is  so  fortunate  as  to  find 
the  manuscript  again  in  France  about  the  year  of  Christ 
846 :  Druthmar  relates  that  he  had  seen  a  Greek  manu- 
script of  the  Gospels,  in  which  that  of  St.  John  imme- 
diately follows  that  of  St.  Matthew.  Now  this  conjecture 
reminds  me  9f  the  story  of  one  who  heard  of  a  blind 
man,  and  immediately  asked  if  it  were  Homer.  Surely 
no  one  will  doubt,  that  nine  hundred  years  ago  there 
were  other  Greek  manuscripts,  in  which  the  Latin 
order  of  the  Gospels  was  observed,  beside  the  Codex 
Cantabrigiensis :  and,  independent  of  the  objection 
which  Semler  has  made,  that  this  manuscript  is  Latin 
as  well  as  Greek,  it  may  be  observed,  that  it  contains 
likewise  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles,  which  Druthmar  has 
not  related  of  his  manuscript  ^^'*. 

Lastly,  Wetstein  takes  a  stilt  bolder  step,  and  discovers 
the  Cod.  Cant,  among  those  which  were  collated  at 
Alexandria  in  616,  for  the  New  Syriac  version,  because 
he  found  a  coincidence  in  several  readings,  which  he 
has  counted  as  far  as  eleven.  This  is  a  weak  argument 
in  favour  of  an  assertion,  which  is  in  itself  highly  impro- 
bable, since  we  can  have  no  reason  to  suppose  that  to 
Egyptian  manuscripts  of  the  Greek  Testament,  would  be 
added  a  Latin  translation  "*.  As  Wetstein  made  use  of 
Ridley's  manuscripts  of  the  Heraclean  version  during  only 
fourteen  days,  it  is  hardly  possible  that  he  had  sufficient 

time 

*  A  more  probable  argument,  as  well  as  the  answer  to  it,  may  be 
seen  in  tbe  Orient,  Bibl.  Vol.  XVllI.  p.  177  *. 
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time  to  examine,  whether  his  supposed^  discovery  were' 
^really  grounded.  The  public  library  at  Alexandria  was 
soon  after  that  period  reduced  to  ashes  ;  the  question 
therefore  proposed  by  Wetstein,  qt^id  necesse  est  alium^ 
similem-  atque  genielloai  creare,  eumque  slktim  ad  ni-^ 
hilum  redigere,  is  totally  useless.  Besides,  Ridley  has 
dearly  shewn,  p.  61,  02.  of  his  dissertation,  that  the 
Cambridge  manuscript  cannot  possibly  have  been  one 
c^  those  which  were  used  by  Thomas  of  Heraclea,  be- 
cause its  characteristic  readings  are  not  discoverable  iti 
the  extracts,  which  were  added  by  the  editor  '^\ 

With  respect  to  the  use  which  has  been  maide  of  this 
manuscript;  1  have  mentioned  above,  that  Stephens 
made  extracts  from  it,  though  with  no  great  accuracy, 
under  the  title  Codex  0,  for  the  eidition  of  the  Greek 
Testament,  of  1550,  and  likewise  Beza  for  bis  own  edi- 
tion, which  was  published  in  1582.  Since  it  was  sent 
to  the  University  of  Cambridge,  it  has  been  more  accu- 
rately collated  by  Junius :  his  extracts  were  used  by  Cur- 
celheus  and  Morinus,  of  whom  the  latter  had  principally 
in  view  to  defend  the  Latin  version,  and  those  readings 
which  agree  with  it*  A  fourth,  and  much  more  accurate 
collation,  was  made  at  the  instigation  of  Usher,  and  the 
extracts  were  inserted  in  the  sixth  volume  of  the  London 
Polyglot.  Mill  collated  it  a  fifth  and  sixth  time,  as  he 
assures  us,  sect.  1418,  1419,  and  found  a  variety  of 
matter  which  had  escaped  the  notice  of  his  predecessors : 
hot  that  his  extracts  are  likewise  defective,  appears  on 
comparing  them  with  Wetstein's  New  Testamient '*': 
The  last-mentioned  critic  has  exerted  the  most  zeal  and 
dil^ence,  having  transcribed  the  whole  of  this  manu- 
script in  the  yec^  1716.  The  world  therefore  is  in  pos- 
auhdiop  of  two  written  copies  of  the  same  manuscript^ 
and  the  critic,  into  whose  hands  the  transcript  of  Wet- 
ftteio  may  hereafter  fall,  must  take  care  to  avoid  the  error 
of  quoting  it  as  a  new  evidence  '^. 

Lastly,  the  University  of  Cambridge  has  come  to  h 
resolotion  in  the  present  year  1 787,  of  printing  the  whole 
manuscript,  in  letters  of  the  same  form  and  magnitude 
«a   the  original  band-writing,  and  has  committed  the 

Vol.  II.  Q  publi- 
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pu|>Ucation  to  the  care  of  Dr.  Kipling.  It  is  an  under- 
taking of  very  great  importance,  for  which  I  acknowledge 
9iy  particular  thanks,  it  being  the  completion  of  a  wish, 
that  I  have  expressed  on  several  occasions,  though  my 
advanced  c^  gives  me  little  reason  to  hope  that  I  should 
survive  the  publication. 

&o.  Cantabrigiensis  2,  according  to  Mill,  a  manuscript 
of  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles,  the  catholic  epistles,  and  the 
epistles  to  the  Hebrews,  written  on  vellum,  and  supposed 
by  Thomas  Gale  to  be  llive  or  six  hundred  years  old.  It 
has  the  following  chasms.  Acts  i.  i — lo.  xviii.  20 — xx*  14. 
James  v.  ]4«  to  the  end  of  the  epistle,  i  Peter  1 — 3.  and 
a  part  of  the  fourth  chapter.  It  has  been  collated  by 
Mill ':  but  as  he  describes  it,  §  1419,  as  if  it  contained 
no  other  of  St  Paul's  epistles,  than  that  to  tl)e  Hebrews, 
it  is  inconceivable  how  it  can  be  quoted  so  often  for  the 
Otliers.  We  can  make  no  other  conclusion  than  that  they 
are  really  contained  in  this  maouscript,  and  thi^t  Mill  haa 
cxpocssed  himself  inaccurately '^^ 
•  61.  Cantabrigiensis  3,  or  Codex  coll€|(ii  Emanuelia 
Cantabrigis,  noted  30  in  the  second  part  of  Wetsteiii'a 

N.T., 

'  I  am  at  a  loss  to  determine  whether  Wetstein  has  ehtirelv  omit- 
ted this  mannscriptf  or  whether  he  has  only  given  it  a  false  name.  It 
appears  to  nie  to  he  the  same  as  that  which  ht  has  noted  29  in  tba 
second  part,  and  24  in  the  third,  his  description  of  which  is  attended 
with  more  than  one  mistake.     His  account  of  the  Cod.  29,  in  the 
second  part,  is  as  follows :   Codex  Oxoniensis  collegii  Christi  metn- 
hranaceus  in  octavo  continet  acta  et  epistolas  apostolontm.     Desiuit 
tamen  Act  i.  ad  vers.  10,  item  ah  xviii.  ao.  ad  xx.  14.     Quingeoto- 
rum  est  annorum.    Thomas  Gale  contulit  et  cum  editors  Oxonieuai 
K.  T.  anni  1675  communicavit.     Here  Oxoniensis  seems  to  be  an 
erratum  for  Cantabrigiensis,  because  his  Cod.  Oxon.  has  the  sam« 
chasms  as  Mill's  Cod.  Cant,  the  same  antiquity  likewise  is  ascribed 
to  it,  and  in  the  third  part  Wetstein  himself  describes,  his  Codex  ^^ 
*  Cantabrigiensis  collegii  Christi,  Tom.  H.  p.  13.  num.  a8,'  where  a 8 
appears  to  be  an  erratum  for  29,  because  n.  a8.  is  the  Baroccianus 
vrhich  r  have  described  above  N^  35,  and  which  in  Wetstein's  third 

£art  is  Codex  23.     Besides,  at  Oxford  thtra  is  no  Collt^tmn  Christi^ 
ut  Corpus-Christi  College,  and  Christ-Church  College.    One  eir- 
cumstance  however  occasions  some  perplexity,  namely,  that  Wetstem 
appeals  not  to  Mill,  but  to  Gale.    As  I  am  not  in  possession  of  t.l\% 
Oxford  edition  of  1675,  on  whieh  the  whole  depends,  I  am  unable  tv 
detarmine  the  question'*. , 
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N.  T.,  in  the  third  53.  This  is  a  very  neatly  written, 
but  not  ancient,  manuscript  of  all  the  epistles.  It  has 
many  chasms,  for  the  catholic  epistles  begin  with  the  mid- 
dle of  2  Peter  i.  and  is  not  le^ble  before  2  Peter  ii.  4. 
It  ]s  likewise  defective  from  1  John  iii.  20.  as  far  as  the 
end  of  the  third  epistle;  that  of  St.  Jude  also  is  wanting, 
and  it  has  likewise  the  two  following  chasms,  1  C0r.xi.7-~ 
XT.  56.  and  from  Heb.  xi.  27.  to  the  end  of  the  epistle  "'. 
Its  readings  were  first  published  in  the  London  Polyglot, 
from  which  they  were  taken  by  Mill  and  Wetstein '  . 

I  will  mention  two  of  them,-  in  order  to  enable  the 
reader  to  judge  of  the  manuscript  itself.  Ephes.  ii.  4. 
for  ayftTDir,  it  has  the  unusual  word  iMfrreXotyx^ioih  &  read- 
ing found  in  no  other  manuscript;  and  Heb.  x.  6.  it  alone 
agrees  with  the  Vulgate,  and  the  Syriac  version,  in  the 
otDissbn  of  xfti,  an  error  which  probably  took  its  rise  in 
the  Syriac*^',  as  this  version  has  the  whole  passage  lite- 
lally  from  the  version  of  the  Psalms. 

02.  Cantabrigiensis,  n.  495  in  the  University  library, 

noted  26  in  the  second  part  of  Wetstein's  N.T.,  in  the 

third  21,  is  a  manuscript  of  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles,  and 

the  £pistles,  written  in  the  twelfth  century,  but  has  many 

chasms.    The  eleven  first  chapters  of  the  Acts  are  totally 

wantii^  likewise  xiv.  13 — xv.  10.  Rom.  xi.  22 — ^^. 

the  three  first  chapters  of  the  first  epistle  to  the  Corin- 

Aians,  1  Hm.  i  and  iii.  with  the  epistles  to  Philemon 

and  the  Hebrews  ''^     According  to  Wetstein's  account, 

ftfill,  though  he  has  not  described  this  manuscript,  has 

yet  collated  it  and  called  it  Luc.  because  Professor  Lucas 

brought  it  with  him  from  the  East.  Whether  this  be  true, 

or  oot,  I  am  unable  to  determine  ''\    Wetstein  collated 

it  in  1716. 

63.  Cantabrigiensis,  n.  496  in  the  University  Library, 
DOted  27  in  the  second  part  of  Wetstein's  N.T.,  contains 
tbe  epistles  of  St.  Paul,  beginning  with  that'  tb  the  Gala- 
tians,  and  was  collated  by  Wetstein  in  1716  '**. 

64.  Carpzovianus,  noted  78  in  the  first  part  of  Wet* 
stein  3  N.T.,  b  a  manuscript  of  the  four  Oospels,  Written 
00  vellum,  which  Kiister  judging  from  the  letters,  sup^ 

to  be  6ao  yeans  dd.    John  Gottlob  Carpzov  of 

Q  2  Leipcig 
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L.eipzie  bad  it  in  his  possession ;   and  Kiister  procured 
from  Dn  Boerner  those  extracts,  which  he  inserted  in 
Mills  edition  of  the  Greek  Testament 
Des  Champs,  See  Re^us  2243.' 

6$,  Claromontanus,  or  Regius  2245,  preserved  in 
the  royal  library  in  Paris,  where  at  present  it  is  marked 
.Cod:r-Gr8sc.  107,  noted  D  in  the  second  part  of  Wet- 
stein's  N'.T.,  is  a  Greek-Latin  manuscript  of  the  epistles 
of  St  Paul,  whose  antiquity  was  estimated  by  Sabatier 
at  1 200  years.  It  contains  the  epistle  to  the  Hebrews, 
though  this  epistle  is  omitted  in  the  catalogue  of  the 
books  of  the  New  Testament,  which  is  annexed  to  the 
epistle  to  Philemon,  a  proof  that  this  catalogue  was  made 
by  a  member  of  the  Latin  churchy  which  formerly  re;* 
jected  the  epistle  to  the  Hebrews.  In  the  same  catalogue 
the  Latin  order,  of  the  Gospels  is  likewise  observed, 
namely,  Matthew,  John,  Luke,  Mark. 

Beza,  who  had  this  manuscript  in  his  possession,  and 
was  the  first  that  made  use  of  it,  has  given  it  the  title 
Claromontanus  from  Clermont  in  Beauvais,  where   it 
is  said  to  have  been  preserved.     But  Wetstein  contends 
that  this  is  a  mistake,  and  that  Beza  confounded  it  with 
Cant  I.     He  conjectures  that  it  was  brought  into  Swit- 
zerland from  the  mpnastery  of  Cluny,  which  the  Swiss 
plundered,  and  that  Beza  designedly  concealed  the  man- 
ner in  which  he  became  possessed  of  it  \    This  is  one  of 
Wetstein's  partial  and  unjust  reflections  on  Beza,  for  if 
he  procured  it  either  by  purchase  or  present,  and  there- 
by rescued  it  from  destruction,  be  might  surely  have 
avowed  it  openly,  without  exposing  himself  to  the  charge 
of  a  literary  theft,  or  the  danger  of  having  bis  manuscript 
redemanded.     It  is  however  of  little  consequence  to 
know  where  it  had  been  kept  before  that  period.     Frona 
the  hands  of  Beza  it  came  into  the  Putean  library  '^'^ 
and  was   bequeathed  by  the   proprietor,   with  all  bis 
other  manuscripts,  to  the  royal  library  in  Paris,  where 
it  b  preserved  at  present.     According  to  the  accounts 
of  Wetstein  and  Sabatier,  thirty-six  leaves  were  cut  put 

of 

4  Beza,   oescio  qao  patto,  hoc  eaiin  ttudioie  tikntio  lavidvit, 
acqoiiivit 
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of  it',  in  the  beginning  of  this  century,  and  sold  in  Eng- 
land, but; they  were  sent  back  by  Lord  Oxford  in  1 729  *. 
The  manuscript  therefore  is  again  complete,  as  there  fails 
only  the  covering,  in  which  the  stolen  sheets  had  been 
inclosed,  which  is  kept  in  the  British  Museum,  and  filled 
with  the  letters  that  passed  on  the  occasion^  as  a  monu- 
ment of  this  infamous  theft. 

This  manuscript,  like  other  codices  graeco-latini,  bad 
been  accused  of  having  a  Greek  text,  that  has  been  aU 
tered  from  the  Latin.  In  support  of  this  charge.  Wet- 
stein  has  produced  several  examples  which  deserve  to 
be  examined,  but  they  are  not  all  of  equal  weight  ''^. 
I  will  not  presume  to  assert  that  the  charge  is  wholly  un- 
grounded, for  it  has  the  suspicious  reading  vx  fkofi0-«v 
Kom.  1.  32.  which  I  noticed  in  the  third  section  of  this 
chapter.     But  at  the  same  time,  it  harmonizes  with  other 

ancient 

'  It  is  probable  tbat  the  person  guilty  of  this  scandalous  transaction 
was  John  ^ymon,  of  whom  Uffenbach  relates  in  Vol.  111.  of  his  Tra- 
vels, p.  475,  that  be  shewed  him,  on  the  29*^  of  January  1711, .twelve 
single  leaves  of  quarto  vellum,  that  discovered  the  most  venerable 
antiquity,  taken  from  a  Greek-Latin  manuscript  of  the  epistles  of  St. 
Paul,  and  at  the  same  time  added,  that  the  remainder  of  the  manu- 
script was  in  the  royal  library  in  Paris.  Uffenbach  describes  Aymon 
as  a  noted  literary  thief,  whose  person  was  not  in  safety,  as  he  had 
rebbed  both  the  royal  and  private  libraries. 

*  I  have  received  (he  following  account  from  a  friend  who  was  bim- 
sdf  In  Paris,  and  saw  thfs  manuscript.  '  A  librarian  has  prefixed' 
the  followiug  remark :  Manuscrit'gat^  par  Aymon,  qui  en  a  coup6 
31  feuilletSy  to  which  is  added  by  another  hand,  Ou  plutot  35.  To 
this  manuscript,  belongs  a  second  volume  noted  likewise  107,  which 
contains  the  leaves,  that  had  been  cut  out,  and  in  which  is  the  follow- 
ing remark :  Ce  Volume  contenant  trente-quatre  feuillets  arrach6s  oa 
coupes  du  fameux  et  precieux  MScr.  des  Epitres  de  St.  Paul  par 
TApostat  et  le  scelerat  Aymon,  fut  renvoy^  k  M.  TAbb^  Bignon  ao 
mois  de  -^,  1729,  par  Milord  d'Oxford,  Seigneur  Anglois.  11  les 
avoit  achet6s,  ou  fait  acheter.du  voleur  Aymon.  In  this  small  vo* 
Inme,  beside  the  above-mentioned  thirty-four  leaves,  is  found  a  single 
leaf  not  stitched  with  the  rest,  at  the  bottom  of  which  is  written, 
Peuilletienvoye  de  Hollandepar  Mr.  Stosch,  Mars  1720.  It  is  the 
149  ^^  leaf,  and  contains  the  end  of  the  11*^  and  beginning  of  the  1 2'^ 
chapter  of  the  first  epistle  to  the  Corinthians/  The  friend  to  whoni 
I  am  indebted  for  this  account  is  Professor  Schweighauser  in  Straa- 
burg**. 

a  3 
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ancient  versions,  more  especiaUy  the  Syriac ;  and  as  no 
one  can  suppose  that  this  manuscript  has  been  corrupted 
firom  them  all,  no  other  cause  of  coincidence  can  be 
assigned,  than  its  high  antiquity.  Heb.  xi.  35.  it  has  in 
conjunction  wi^i  the  Cod.  Alex.  %Kot^9¥  y\)ymnM^^  which 
is  undoubtedly  a  false  reading,  because  the  following 
words  Tire  vcx^8ff  aMXiaif  are  left  without  ni^eaning.  This 
accusative  seems  to  be  the  remnant  of  a  reading 'ex- 
pressed by  the  Syriac  version  yw«ix«(  i^  »v«r«<rf»c  ynt^m 
T»f  auTWF*,  in  the  Syriac,  1^*^?  \t&cuD  ^  ^;^.oujlo  (4u2^  qsm^ 
reddiderunt  mulieribus  filios  ipsarum  ex  resurrections 
mortuorum  "*.  Perhaps  this  verse  has  another  various 
reading,  which  Wetstein  has  not  quoted,  for  the  Latio 
text  is,  acceperunt  mulieres  de  resurrectione  mortuorum 
suorum,  which  expressed  in  Greek  would  be  iA«Coy  yv- 
y«»x«ff  f£  i»v«r«0'i»f  vfxf»v  axnwy  which  with  exception  to 
TKC  is  agreeable  to  the  Syriac  reading.  Heb.  xii.  3.  it 
has,  in  conjunction  with  the  Codex  Sangermanensis,  a 
reading  that  gives  a  totally  different  sense  from  the  com- 
*   mon  text,    and    that  from  the  first  hand,  osvaXoyKTAo-d-f 

aimXoyiav,  which  is  likewise  expressed  in  the  Syriac  ver^on 
^c^AsuX  \)onnm  0001  ^ojoi;*  qui  fuerunt  si  hi  ipsis  adver- 
sarii;  and  as  the  Latin  text  of  the  Codex  Claromontanus 
is,  recogitate  talem  vos  portasse  a  peccatoribus  in  vobis 
adversitatem,  it  was  evidently  made  from  the  particular 
Greek  text  of  the  Claromontanus,  as  the  common  Latin 
version  follows  the  usual  reading''^.     Still  more  extraor^ 
dinary  is  the  coincidence  of  the  Latin  text  with  the  Syriac 
version,  Heb.  xii.  18.  though,  as  far  as  we  can  judge 
from  the  extracts,  that  have  been  given  of  this  mi^nu- 
script,  the  coincidence  does  not  take  place  in  the  Greek 
text     The  Syriac  translator,  as  well  as  the  Coptic  and. 
Arnienian,  has  omitted  o^n,  and  the  first  has  translated 
the  passage  Iaa^^^  \^\  ];qA  which  the  author  of  the 
Arabic  version,   published    by    Erpenius^    must  have 

likewise 

*  I  omit  the  verb,  because  I  am  unable  to  oonjectoie  what  it. 
laight  have  been. 
^  The  SaDgennaneogis  after  ym^  has  T*y. 
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likewise  found  in  the  Syriae,  for  be  has  ««i^««s9^  ^Un  Ji 
SU  ^.kid^.  Now  it  is  difficult  to  determine  what  is  the 
meaning  of  ad  ignem  ardentem  et  palpabilem,  and  were 
it  not  expressed  in  other  versionsy  I  should  suppose  that 
it  originated  from  a  mistake  of  a  Syrian  transcriber,  into 
which  he  was  led  by  the  similarity  of  the  words  Nuro 
and  Turo,  and  that  the  true  text  were  |aa,^^io!  i«Q^ 
IroJ!  IsoAo.  But  this  extraordinary  reading  is  in  the 
Latin  text  of  the  Claromontanus,  where  we  find,  non 
enim  accessistis  ad  ardentem  et  tractabilem  ignem ; 
but  the  Greek  text,  if  we  may  conclude  from  the  ex^ 
tracts  which  have  been  produced,  must  have  the  common 
reading  of £i  '*•.  It  really  deserves  to  be  more  nearly 
inspected,  in  order  to  see  whether  a  correction  has  been 
made  in  this  passage. 

The  preceding  examples,  which  have  occurred  to  me 
on  examining  only  a  few  chapters,  shew  that  this  very 
ancient  manuscript  deserves  a  more  accurate  examination 
Cbaii  has  been  hitherto  bestowed  on  it  ^'^  and  proves  at 
the  same  time  that  the  suspicion  of  its  having  been  altered 
tlirougbout  from  the  Latin  is  ungrounded.  Were-  any 
inference  of  this  kind  to  be  drawn,  we  might  with  more 
reason  suspect  the  Syriac,  but  this  is  a  version,  from  wHicli 
no  one  can  suppose  that  alterations  were  made  in  a  manu- 
script, written  in  Greek  and  Latin  in  the  west  of  Europe. 
Whoever  wishes  to  examine  two  other  important  read*- 
ings,  may  have  recourse  to  2  Cor.  iv.  i.  Gall.  ii.  5. 
I  cannot  conclude  without  expressing  a  sincere  desire 
that  this  manuscript  might  be  printed  like  the  Codex 
Alexandrinus,  but  I  have  little  reason  to  expect  its  com* 
pletioo,  as  most  probably  it  will  never  be  known  in 
France,  that  I  have  ever  expressed  it 

Mill  contended  that  the  Codex  Claromontanus  was 
the  second  part  of  the  Cantabrigiensis,  but  Wetstein  has 
sufficiently  confuted  this  opinion,  and  shews  that  the 
fomoer  h  by  no  means  connected  with  the  latter,  as 
appears  from  the  difference^  of  their  form,  their  ortho* 
grapby^  and  the  nature  of  the  vellum^  on  which  they  are 

4^  4.  written. 
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written.  This  has  likewise  been  confirmed  byGriesbach 
io  his  Symbols  criticse,  p.  Ivi.  who  has  examined  both 
manuscripts  '***. 

Beza  was  the  first  who  made  use  of  the  Claromontaniis : 
it  was  afterwards  collated  by  Morinus^  with  a  view  of 
discovering  readings  in  support  of  the  Vulgate :  more 
copious  extracts  werie  given  in  the  London  Polyglot, 
which  Mill  transferred  to  his  Greek  Testament,  and 
Wetstein  has  twice  collated  it  himself  in  1715  and  1716, 
))ut  the  extracts  from  the  leaver,  which  were  at  that 
time  wanting,  he  procured  from  .Nieuwenhuis.  The 
Latin  version  published  by  Sabatier,  was  taken  from  this 
manuscript  and  the  Sangermanensis. 
1  .66.  For  the  extracts  taken  from  the  14  following 
manuscripts  ^^\  we  are  wholly  indebted  to  the  industry 
of  Wetstein,  namely, 

.  Coislinianus  1,  noted  F  in  the  third  part  of  Wetstein's 
N.  T.,  contains  a  part  of  the  Old  Testament,  and  pro- 
perly speaking  has  no  reference  to  the  New.  But  as  a 
passage  of  the  latter,  namely,  Acts  ix.  24,  25.  is  found 
in. it  written  in  the  same  hand,,  which  discovers  so  high 
•an  antiquity  as  the  eighth  century  ^^,  Wetstein  has 
given  it  a  place  in  his  catalogue. 

67.  Coislinianus  20.  noted  36  in  the  first  part  of  Wet* 
steins  N.  T.,  a  manuscript  of  the  eleventh  century 
brought  from  mount  Athos,  and  containing  the  four 
Gospels. 

68.  Coislinianus  21,  noted  37  in  the  first  part  of  Wet«- 
stein's  N.  T.,  a  manuscript  of  the  four  Gospels  written 
in  the  eleventh  century. . 

, .  69*  Coislinianus  22,  noted  40  in  the  first  part  of  Wet- 
stein's  N.  T.,  a  manuscript  of  the  four  Gpspels  brought 
from  mount  Athos :  it  is  defective  from  John  xx.  25.  to 
the  end  :  it  is  said  to  be  written  inaccurately,  and  to  con* 
tain  readings  of  little  value. 

70.  Coislinianus  23,  noted  39  in  the  first  part  of  Wet- 

^tein's  N.  T.,  contains  tl^ie  four  Gospel^  was  brought 

from  mount  Athos,  and  written  in  the  twelfth  century  ^*\ 

According  to  the  subscription  it  was  presented  U)  the 

$  ^  monastery 
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monastery  of  St  Atbanasius,  on  that  mount,  in  the  year 
i2iS«  Wetstein  supposes  it  to  be  a  mere  trapscript  of 
the  Codex  Coislinianus  195.  ' 

71.  Coislinianus  24,  noted  41  in  the  first  part  of 
Wetstein  s  N.  T.,  contains  various  commentaries  on  St. 
Matthew  and  St.  Mark :  it  w^s  written  iii  the  eleventh 
century. 

72.  Coislinianus  25,  noted  15  in  the  third  part  of 
Wetstein's  N.  T.,  contains  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles,  and 
the  catholic  epistles:  it  was  written  in  tlie  eleventh 
century. 

73.  Coislinianus  26,  noted  19  in  the  second  part  of 
Wetstein's  N.  T.,  and  in  the  third  16,  contains  commen* 
taries  on  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles  and  the  Epistles,  and 
was  written  in  the  eleventh  century. 

74.  Coislinianus  27,  noted  20  in  the  second  part  of 
Wetstein's  N.T.,  a  manuscript  brought  from  mouQt 
Athos,  containing  the  epistles  of  St.  Paul  with  commen* 
taries,  but  is  very  defective,  and  in  bad  preservation. 

75.  Coislinianus  195,  noted  34  in  the  first  part  of 
Wetstein's  N.  T.,  a  very  neatly  written  manuscript  of  the 
eleventh  century:  it  contains  the  four  Gospels,  and  was 
brought  firom  mount  Athos. 

76.  Coislinianus  199,  noted  35  in  the  first  part  of 
Wetstein's  N.  T.,  in  the  second  18,  in  the  third  14,  tmd 
in  the  fourth  17,  contains  the  whole  New  Testament, 
was  written  in  the  eleventh  century,  and  was  brought  from 
mount  Athos :  in  many  places  it.  has  corrections.  .  Pro- 
fessor Storr  in  his  dissertation  de  versionibus  Syriacis 
N.  T..§  35.  has  shewn  that  Wetstein  has  collated  it  in- 
accurately, and  been  guilty  of  many  omissions  '^. 

77.  Coislinianus  200,  noted  38  in  the  first  part  of 
Wetstein's  N.T.,  in  the  second  23,  and  in  the  third  191 
contains  the  whole  of  the  New  Testament,  except  the 
book  of  Revelation.  It  has  several  chasms,  for  instance, 
Mattb.  xiv.  15— xv.  30.  xx.  14 — xxi.  27.  Mark  xii. 
3 — xiti.  4.  but  it  seems  as  if  Wetstein  had  not  noted 
them  all  '^.  It  was  certainly  written  in  the  thirteenth 
century,  having  ^been  sent  as  ^  present  from  the  court 

of 
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of  Constantinople  to  Louis  IX.  of  France'^.  Accord* 
ing  to  Wetstein,  it  is  the  same  manuscript  as  Stephens 
has  quoted  under  the  Title  Codex  ^. 

78.  Coislinianus  202 ''y  noted  22  in  the  second  part  of 
Wetstein's  N.  T.,  and  in  the  fourth  18,  contains  the 
ActSy  Epistles,  and  Revelation,  and  was  written  in  the 
thirteenth  century.  1  Pet  ii.  8.  it  has  a  reading  which 
is  either  the  genuine  pne,  or  a  very  ingenious  conjecture, 
iif  •  xen  iwiifivay  '^*.  See  Gen.  xi.  6.  xxiii.  5,  7,  12, 16, 
20.  But  I  am  rather  ikiclined  to  take  it  for  a  conjecture^ 
made  with  the  view  to  avoid  a  reading  at  which  many 
had  taken  offence.  It  may  he  asked  whether  this  ma- 
nuscript contains  other  readings  of  this  nature  ?  *^. 

79.  Wetstein,  in  the  second  part  of  his  Greek  Testa* 
nient,  has  another  Codex  Coislinianus,  which  be  notes 
by  the  letter  H,  and  says  it  contains  fragments  of  the 
epistles  of  St.  Paul :  but  there  must  be  an  error  relative 
to  the  number,  either  of  the  writer,  or  of  the  printer '^^ 
I  have  observed  a  remarkable  reading  in  this  manuscript, 
which  is  likewise  found 'in  the  Alexandrinus,  namely, 

1  Cor.  X.  28.   ir(«Our«»  for  fftlHXotuT«». 

80.  Coislinianus  205,  noted  21  in  the  second  part  of 
Wetstein's  N.  T.,  in  the  third  1 7,  and  in  the  fourth  1 9^ 
contains  the  Acts,  Epistles,  and  Revelation,  with  the 
following  chasms,  1  Cor.  xvi»  17-^2  Cor.  i.  7.  Heb. 
xiii.  15.  to  the  end  of  the  epistle,  and  Rev.  i.  i--*ii.  5. 
though  this  last  chasm  has  been  filled  up  by  a  modem 
hand.  It  appears  from  a  subscription,  that  it  was  pur- 
chased by  one  Antonius  a  monk  in  the  year  1 079  '^'. 

8 1  •  The  following  Codices  Colbertini  ''*,  I  will  arrange, 
not  according  to  the  numbers  by  which  they  are  markeid, 
but  after  the  order  in  which  they  are  placed  by  Wetstein, 
by  which  means  will  be  avoided  the  tedious  repetition  of 
the  persons,  by  whom  they  haVe  been  collated. 

Colber- 

*  Perhaps  this  ia  a  mistake  for  loa.  Treschow  p.  p.  of  his  Teota* 
men  writes  as  follows :  de  codice  30a  hoc  aionendum  est,  aut  in 
zmmerando  codices  Coislinianos  Wetstenium  nou  semper  bibliothecam 
Coislinianam  sequutom  esse,  aut  aperte  errasse,  quando  in  II  partt 
M.  T.  Cobl.  202  sttb  lit^ra  H|  ct  etiam  sub  aumero  92  attolit^. 
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Colbertinus  2467,  noted  22  in  the  first  part  of  Wet** 
Bteins  N.  T.,  contains  the  four  Gospels. 

82.  Colbertinus  3947,  noted  23  in  the  first  part  of 
Wetstein's  N.  T.,  contains  the  four  Gospels.  Those  of 
St.  Matthew  and  St.  Mark  are  accompanied  with  a  Latin 
version. 

83*  Colbertinus  4112,  noted  24  in  the  first  part  of 
Wetstein's  N.  T.,  a  manuscript  of  the  four  Gospels, 
at  present  Cod.  Regius  178,  was  written  in  the  eleventh 
century,  and  has  a  great  many  corrections,  which  are 
by  no  means  unimportant  Griesbach  supposes  that  the 
transcriber  made  use  of  many  manuscripts :  he  has  given 
a  specimen  of  its  readings  in  his  Symbolae,  -p.  clxv. 

84.  Colbertinus  2259,  noted  25  in  the  first  part  of 
Wetstein's  N.T.,  is  a  manuscript  of  the  four  Gospels^ 
See  Griesbach's  Symbolae,  p.  clxiv. 

85.  Colbertinus  4078,  noted  26  in  the  first  part  of 
Wetstein's  N.  T.,  contains  the  four  Gospels,  and  was 
written  in  the  eleventh  Century. 

The  five  preceding  manuscripts  were  collated  by 
Simon,  and  their  readings  noted  in  the  margin  of  Cur* 
cellsus's  edition  of  the  Greek  Testament:  but  the 
number  of  the  manuscripts  is  mentioned  in  favour  of 
each  reading  without  their  being  particularly  specified  ^^'. 
This  copy  was  given  by  AUix  to  Wetstein,  who  trans-^ 
ferred  theie  marginal  notes  into  his  collection  of  read- 
ings ;  but  he  was  obliged  in  this  instance  to  deviate  firom 
his  usual  mode  of  notation,  and  instead  of  writing  Codek 
s^t  23»  &c.  be  could  only  mention  Colbertinus  unus, 
Colbertini  duo,  &c.  being  unable  to  determine  the  manu-* 
scripts  themselves* 

86.  Colbertinus  6043,  ^^  Mill  Colb.  1,  noted  27 
in  the  first  part  of  Wetstein's  N.  T.,  is  a  manuscript 
of  the  four  Gospels,  in  which  many  readings  have  been 
erased^  and  others  substituted  in  their  stead. 

87.  Colbertinus  4705,  in  Mill  Colb.  2,  noted  28 
in  the  first  part  of  Wetstein's  N.  T.,  is  a  copy  of  the 
four  Gospels,  whose  antiquity  was  estimated  by  Mill  at 
700  years '^^    He  says  that  it  is  full  of  chasms^  that  one 

Gospel 
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Gospel  is  interpolated  }rotn  another,  that  its  readings 
differ  considerably  from  the  usual  text,  and  that  it  appears 
to  have  been  written  by  a  Latin  transcriber.  But  the 
sentiments  of  MilU  which  are  unfavourable  to  its  readings, 
have  been  called  in  question  by  Wetstein  '^^  This  I  have 
myself  observed  on  carefully  collating  the  Syriac  version 
of  St.  Mark's  Gospel,  that  this  manuscript  agrees  with  the 
Syriac  in  particular  readings,  which  it  has  in  common 
with  the  Latin.  See  the  Curse  in  Actus  Apostolorum 
Syriacos,  §  xi.  p.  1 79. 

88.  Colbertinus  6066,  in  Mill  Colb.  3,  noted  29  in 
the  first  part  of  Wetstein's  N.  T.,  contains  the  four  Gos- 
pels, with  iexception  to  the  fifteen  first  chapters  of  St. 
Matthew.  Mill  relates,  that  he  discovered  in  the  text  of 
this  manuscript  many  marginal  notes,  and  initiatory  for- 
mules,  taken  from  the  Lectionaria. 

89.  Colbertinus  4444,  in  Mill  Cblb.  4.  and  noted  30 
in  the  first  part  of  Wetstein  s  N.  T.  Mill  speaks  of '  va- 
riationes  e  xvi.  prioribus  capitibus  Matthasi,'  which  words 
I  have  retained,  because  I  know  not  whether  he  means, 
that  the  manuscript  has  only  various  readings,  or  the  six* 
teen  chapters  themselves  "*•  The  description  of  Wet- 
stein is  agreeable  to  the  latter  acceptation,  but  he  has  not 
mentioned  whether  Mill's  account  be  accurate,  firom  which 
alone  he  seems  to  have  borrowed  his  own. 

'  90.  Colbertinus  6083,  likewise  noted  by  Mill  Colb. 
4 '.   who  unites  it  with   the  preceding  '^^,  .but  distin- 

;uished  by  Wetstein,  who  has  marked   it  Codex  .31. 

loth  of  them  describe  it  as  containing  various  readings 
of  the  remaining  chaptenf  of  St  Matthew,  and  the  six 
first  chapters,  with  the  half  of  the  seventh,  of  St  Mark's 
Gospel.  Their  description  seems  to  imply  that  it  has 
merely  various  readings,  but  it  is  probable  that  it  con-r 

tainci 

'  This  manuscript  is  understood  b^  Mill  when  he  quotes  Colb.  4. 
for  »vT«y  instead  of  avtv  Mattb.  xxvii.  53*  and  Wetstein  is  guilty  of 
an  error  in  calling  it  Cod.  30 ;  for  his  Cod.  30  has  only  the  sixteen 
first  chapters  of  St.  Matthew  *".  The  reading  is  remarkable,  as  ii  is 
peculiar  to  this  manuscript,  and  entirely  alters  the  sense,  but  it  has 
the  appearance  of  a  critical  conjecture. 
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tains  tbe  text  itself,  and  that  Mill  has  expressed  himself 
with  inaccuracy,  which  Wetstein  has  not  corrected  '^'. 

91.  Qolbertinus  6511,  in  Mill  Colb«  5,  noted  32  in 
the  first  part  of  Wetstein's  N.  T.y  is  a  fragment,  begin- 
ning with  Matth.  x.  22.  and  ^  ending  with  the  wv^^ 
chapter. 

92.  Colbertinus  2844,  in  ^iHy  ^ho  divided  it  into 
tbree  separate  manuscripts'^,  Colb.  6,^7,  8*  and  noted 
33  in  the  first  part  of  Wetstein's  N.  T.,  in  the  second 
1 7,  in  the  third  1 3.     It  contains  the  whole  New  Testa- 
ment, except  the  book  of  Revelation,  and  was  in  Mill's 
time  supposed  to  be  600  years  old.     This  critic  has  as* 
serted  that  it  has  many  interpolations,  of  which  perhaps 
that  is  an  instance,  which  L  have  remarked  in  the  Curie 
in  Actus  Apost.  Syr.  ^  xi.  p.  1 79.  namely,  that  this  is  the 
only  Greek  manuscript  which  has  xo^ao-iov  for  wcutw^ 
Mark  v.  39.  agreeiably  to  the  Syriac  and  Latin  versions ; 
but  this  reading  is  probably  an  interpolation  from  St 
Mattheiw,  as  Wetstein  has  already  observed.     It  is  .the 
only  Greek  manuscript,  except  the  Codex  Stephani  n, 
which  has  fiov^ytim^  dio;,  John  i.  18.  a  reading  confirm- 
ed by  very  many  quotations  of  tbe  fathers  '^' ;  and  the 
only. one  which  confirms   my  conjecture, < that  cy  r«»( 
nmfhai^  vfMv  is  the  true  reading,  2  Cor.  iii.  2.  unless 
we  suppose  it  to  be  the  result  of  a  conjecture  in  the 
transcriber  of  this  manuscript.      Acts  xxi.  25. .  f*ii^c» 
TMSToy  Tuf ciy  aursc  ft  fMi^  which  I  suspect  to  be  a  scholioi\ 
is  omitted  in  this  manuscript,  and  two  others  only,  but 
tbe  omission  is  confirmed  by  the  Vulgate,  Syriac,  .Coptic, 
and  Ethiopic.    This  manuscript,  which  appears,  to  me 
of  real  importance,  is  described  by  Griesbach  in  his  Syo)- 
bote,  p.  clxvi.  who  defends  it  against  the  suspicion  of  it$ 
having  been  altered  fi'om  the  Latin,  relates  that  its  read- 
ings harmonize  with  those  of  Origen,  refers  it  to  the 
eleventh  or  twelfth  century,  and  estimates  it  as  a  manu- 
script of  great  value.    . 

Of  the  manuscripts  mentioned  in  the  seven,  last  num- 
bers, and  which  are  given  in  Mill's  Greek  Testament 
as  eight  manuscripts,  that  learned  critic  has  given  a 

collection 
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collection  of  readings,  which  was  made  by  Larroque.*  and 
communicated  by  Allix.  But  Larroque  appears  to  have 
executed  the  task  in  a  very  superficial  manner,  for  Gries- 
bach  mentions  in  his  Symbols,  p.  clxviii.  that  he  has 
discovered  in  the  1 8  first  chapters  of  St.  Matthew,  in  the 
last-mentioned  manuscript,  above  300  readings,  many 
of  which  are  of  importance,  that  Larroque  has  entirely 
omitted.  The  manuscript  therefore  deserves  to  be  col*- 
lated  anew. 

93.  The  twelve  following  Codices  Colbertini  are  sim- 
ply Lectionaria  of  the  four  Gospels,  which  Wetstein  coN 
latedin  1715. 

Colbertinus  700,  noted  1  among  Wetstein's  Evangells- 
taria,  who  refers  it  to  the  ninth  century,  but  other  critics 
ascribe  to  it  a  greater  antiquity. 

94.  ColberttnuB  3215,  noted  2  among  Wetstein's  Evan^ 
gelistaria,  is  at  present  incomplete. 

95.  Colbertinus  614,  noted  7  among  Wetstein^s  Evan- 
gelistaria,  was  written  in  the  thi^eenth  century. 

96.  Colbertinus  648,  noted  8  among  Wetstein's  Evan*- 
gelistaria,  a  manuscript  of  the  fourteeath  cmtury. 

97.  Colbertinus  681,  noted  9  among  Wetstein's  £van«> 
gelistaria,  is  d^ective,  and  in  particular  the  portions 
of  scripture^  appointed  to  be  read  on  the  festivals,  are 
wanting. 

96.  Colbertinus  721,  noted  10  among  Wetstein'a 
£vangelistaria,  is  still  more  imperfect. 

99.  Colbertinus  1265,  noted  11  among  Wetstein's 
£vangelistaria,  appears  to  hare  been  a  part  of  the  pre*- 
ceding. 

100.  Colbertinus  824,  noted  12  among  Wetstein'^ 
Evangelistaria^  is  defective  in  the  beginning. 

101.  Colbertinus  1241,  noted  13  among  Wetstein's 
Evangelistaria:  many  leaves  are  wanting. 

102.  Colbertinus  1282,  noted  14  among  Wetstein's 
Evangelistaria. 

103.  Colbertinus  1824,  noted  15  among  Wetstein's 
Evangelistaria. 

104.  Cok 
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104.  Colbertiaua  2465,  noted  16  among  Wetstein's 
Evangelistaria. 

ColberUuus  5149  will  be  described  under  the  title 
Codex  Cyprius. 

105.  Corsendoncensisy  noted  3  in  the  first,  second, 
and  third  parts  of  Wetstein's  N.  T.  The  name  was 
given  it  by  Erasmus,  who  used  it  in  his  second  edition  of 
the  Greek  Testament,  when  it  belonged  to  the  Collegium 
Corsendoncense  ^^\  With  exception  to  the  book  of 
Revelationi  it  contains  the  whole  New  Testament :  and 
appears  to  have  been  written  in  the  twelfth  century^ 
The  transcriber  has  shewn  great  ignorance  in  his  manner 
of  inserting  marginal  notes  into  the  text,  for  he  has 
written,  2  Cor.  viii.  4.  itj^ao'^ai  n/Aa^,  i»  voxxoir  rwir  dt¥* 

r$y(afw  vntq  fU^DTfti,  x«»  8  x«d'«c  DATi(ra/i*fv  '^^     WetStein 

likewise  contends  that  the  text  has  been  semetimes 
altered  from  the  Latin.  It  was  collated  by  Walker  '^» 
whose  extracts  were  inserted  in  Wetstein's  collection* 
It  is  at  present  in  the  imperial  library  at  Vienna,  whither 
it  waa  brought  fipom  that  t>f  Prince  Eugene,  is  noted 
Auctarii  1 5,  and  is  described  in  Treschow's  Tentameo^ 
p.  85—89  '^*. 

106.  Cottonianus,  is  marked  in  the  Cotton  library 
Tit.  C-  1 5.  and  in  Wetstein's  first  part  Codex  I. ;  it 
contains  only  the  following  fragments,  Matth.  xxvi.  57 

"I5.  xxvii.  26 — 34*  John    xiv.    2**— 10.  xv.  15—22. 


and  in  several  places  has  corrections  :  Wetstein  collated 
it  10  1715'^. 

1 07.  Cottonianus,  ranked  in  the  Cotton  library  under 
Vespasianus  B.  XVIII.  in  the  second  and  third  parts  of 
Wetstein's  N.  T.  Le^tionarium  2,  contains  the  portions 
of  tlie  Acts  of  the  Apostles,  and  of  the  Episdes,  appointed 
to  be  read  throughout  the  whole  year,  and  is  said  to 
have  been  written  in  the  eleventh  century.  Casley  coU 
lated  it  in  1 735,  and  Wetstein  inserted  his  extracts. 

1  o8«  John  Covell,  Professor  of  Divinity  in  the  Uni- 
versity of  Cambridge,  brought  with  him  from  the  East 
the  five  follovring  manuscripts,  which  were  collated  by 

CovelUapua 
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Covellianus  1,  noted  65  in  the  first  part  of  Wetstein's 
N.  T.,  contains  the  four  Gospels  *^^. 

109.  Covellianus  2,  noted  31  jn  the  second  part  of 
Wetstein  s  N.  T.,  in  the  third  25,  in  the  fourth  7,  is  a 
manuscript  of  the  ActSt  EpistleSi  and  Revelation,  written 
in  the  year  1087  *"•  It  has  several  very  extraordinary 
reading,  for  instance  v«0^  a¥^(mtivn  fv^u,  1  Pet.  ii. 
13.  The  Syriac  translator  has  here  ]aj|  .^lo  ^NnX 
omnibus  hominibus/  whence  it  appears  that  fv^-ti  is  a 
mere  scholion  for  ^no'if.  Tl¥WfA»  instead  of  xs^^f^f 
1  John  iL  27.  which  this  manuscript  has  in  common 
with  the  Coptic  and  Ethiopic  versions,  is  an  evident 
scholion,  for  Wetstein  quotes  XS^^I^^  '^^  tr»ffv/x»*^.  From 
these  examples,  it  appears  that  the  manuscript  is  of  no 
great  value.  ^  • 

110.  Covellianus  3,  noted  32  in  Uie  second  part  of 
Wetatein's  N.  T.,  in  the  third  26,  has  the  Acts  of  the 
Apostles,  beginning  with  ch.  i.  11,  with  all  the  Epis- 
tles, and  was  supposed  by  Mill  to  be  500  years  old. 
Rom.  xi.  33.  it  has  XI  ^ad'oc  «rXifr«  <ro^i«c,  without  the 
x«i,  an  omission  peculiar  to  this  manuscript,  the  Sanger- 
manensis,  and  the  Vulgate.  It  may  be  asked  therefore, 
whether  it  belongs  to  the  Western  edition,  and  whether  it 
has  more  readings  of  this  kind  ? 

111.  Covellianus  4,  noted  33  in  the  second  part  of 
Wetstein's  N.  T.,  in  the  third  27,  contains  the  Acts  and 
Epistles,  but  is  written  in  a  modem  hand  '^''.  * 

112.  Covellianus  5,  called  likewise  Sinaiticus,  be- 
cause Covell  brought  it  from  mount  Sinai,  noted  34  iu 
the  second  part  of  Wetstein's  N.  T.,  in  the  third  28; 
and  in  the  fourth  8,  contains  the  Acts,  Epistks,  and 
Revelation ;  but  it  has  been  injured,  and  rendered  ille-^ 
gible  ^  in  very  many  places,  by  the  dampness  of  the  pkce 

in 

^  This  is  the  case  in  1  John  v.  7,  8.  But  Woidc  has  with  great 
difficulty  discovered  the  following  words  and  letters  :  —  •  «  •• .  ati  r%- 
wnvfia  ....oX....  0  ...  I  r^ic  mo%  •  .  .  •  fna^^  .  .  •  '• 
TO  mttv/AM  T«  vJWf  ae»i  ro  enfjiM  ....  t^ik  *K  to  ....  ftofrv^k 
....  0  ....  *ry  ....  M^tf  .  and  says  1  John-  v.  7.  is  undoubt^ 
edly  wanting,  which  is  likewise  confirmed  by  Mill :  but  the  legible 
passages  ought  carefiiUy  to  be  distinguislied  from  the  illegible. 
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in  whicb  it  bad  beert  kept.  It  begins  \^ith  Acts  i.  20. 
and  the  last  lines  of  the  book  of  Revelation  are  likewise 
wanting.  It  is  preserved,  as  I  have  been  informed  by 
Woide,  in  the  British  Museum,  in  the  Harleian  library^' 
and  noted  N"  5778. 

113,  Cyprius,  or  Colbertinus  5149,  noted  K  in  the 
first  part  of  Wetstein's  N.  T.,  is  a  copy  of  the  four  Gos- 
pela,  brought  from  the  island  of  Cyprus,  and  referred 
by  Simon  to  the  tenth  century.  He  collated  it,  and  bia 
extracts  were  inserted  in  Mill's  edition.  According  to 
Wetstein,  it  is  a  latinizing  manuscript,  but  this  cbargp, 
though  laid  to  so  many  by  that  critic,  is  seldom  grounded* 
The  very  ancient  reading,  oux  ay«e«i>»,  John  vii.  8. 
which  this  manuscript  has  in  common  with  the  Canta?- 
brigiensis,  and  which  in  later  manuscripts  is  altered  to  outm 
«yaCfti»w,  because  Porphyry  had  used  it  as  a  ground  of 
objection,  deserves  particular  attention,  and  is  undoubt* 
ediy  no  alteration  fron>  the  I^tin,  because  it  is  found  ia 
several  Moscow  manuscripts,  quoted  by  Mattbai,  but 
to  be  ascribed  to  the  high  antiquity  of  these  manuscripts, 
and  the  honesty  of  the  transcribers,  -who  ventured  not  to 
alter  the  text,  in  order  to  avoid  the  ridicule  of  Porphyry. 
This  manuscript  appears  to  me  to  be  of  great  value,  and 
I  wish  that  we  had  more  accurate  exti^acts  from  it. .  A 
&c*simile  of  its  characters,  engraved  in  copper-p1ate» 
may  be  seen  in  filanchini  Evangeliarium  quadruplex, 
P«  L  p.  492.  pi.  3'  from  that  page. 

114.  Douzae,  noted  79  in  the  first  part  of  Wetstein's 
X«  T.,  a  Greek-Latin  manuscript  of  the  four  Gospels, 
which  is  quoted  in  the  eighth  chapter  of  St.  John,  on 
the  evidence  of  Gomarus. 

Dresdensis,  see  Loescherianus. 
Dublinensis  '^',  see  Montfortianus. 

115.  Eubeswaldianus,  noted  1 00  in  the  first  part  of 
Wetstein's  N.  T.,  is  a  copy  of  the  Gospels,  which  for- 
merly belonged  to  Baron  Paul  of  Eubeswald,  and  was 
used  by  Wagenseil :  a  reading  has  been  taken  from  it 
John  viii.  6. 

1 1 6.    Ebneriauua,   noted   1 05  in  the  first  part  of 
Vol.  IL  R  Wetstein's 
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Wetotein's  N.  T.,  is  a  very  neat  manQscript  of  the  New 
Testament,  excepting  the  book  of  ReTelation,  formerly  in 
the  possession  of  Hieronymos  William  Ebner  of  Eschen- 
bach  at  Nuremberg,  who  intended  to  publisli  it,  with 
the  various  readings  of  six  other  mauuscripts,  but  did 
not  execute  his  design.  Scboenleben  has  descrtt)ed  it 
in  1 738,  in  his  Notitia  codicis  N.  T.  itiscr.  quem  servat 
Hier.  GuiL  Ebner  ab  Eschcnbach.  Wetstein,  though 
he  has  adcriittbd  it  into  his  catalogue,  has  made  use  of 
it  only  in  the  eighth  chapter  of  St.  John :  in  other  re^- 
apects  it  belongs  properly,  as  well  as  several  of  the  pre- 
ceding, to  the  class  of  uncoUated  manuscripts.  Accord^ 
ing  to  a  subscription  at  the  end  of  the  epistle  to  the 
Hebrews,  it  was  written  in  the  year  1391. 

117.  Ephesius,  noted  71  in  the  first  part  of  Wet^ 
stein's  N.  T»,  a  manuscript  of  the  Gospels  written  in  the 
year  1 1 66,  and  formerly  in  possession  of  a  bishop  of 
£phesus,  whence  it  has  taken  its  name.  It  is  at  present 
in  the  Archbishop's  library  at  Lambeth,  to  which  it  waa 
presented  by  Trahern,  together  with  the  extracts  which 
he  had  made  from  it.  Thiese  were  inserted  by  MIU^  iti 
his  collection  of  fMding^. 

118.  Codex  Ephremi,  or  Codex  Regius  1 905,  noted  i& 
the  Catalogue  of  MSS.'^^ki  the  royal  library  in  Paris  IX^ 
and  in  all  the  four  parts  of  Wetstein's  Greek  Testament, 
by  the  letter  C.  Griestmeh  has  very  particularly  de-^ 
scribed  it  in  his  Symbolm,  p.  iii — liv.  It  is  written  on 
vellum,  and  is  of  very  hi^  antiquity.  The  first  p^t  of 
it  contains  several  Greeks  wwks  of  Ephrem  the  S^an, 
written  over  some  more  ancient  writings,  which  had  been 
erased,  though  the  traces  are  sdU  visible,  and  in  most 
places  legible.  These  tnore  ancient  writings  were  the 
whole  Greek  Biblei  According  to  Wetstein,  the  New 
TesladiGHt  has  the  foHowing  diasms :  Matth.  v,  15 — :> 
vii,  v.  xvii,  27-^xviii,  a8.  xxii,  21 — xxiii,  17.  xxiv, 
10 — 4^.  xJrv.  3«^*-xxVi,  22.  XX vS,  n — 46.  xxviii, 
15^Mafki,  17.  vi,  32--v4tf,  15.  xii,  3d— xm,  18* 
Luke  ii,  6 — 42.  iii,  21 — iv,  25.  vi,  4—36.  vft,  17-— 
viii,  isS'i  irii>  4^xirx>  42.  xx,  aMB'-*-Kxi,  20,  xxii,  20— 
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»xtii,  25.  xxiv,  7-r45.  John  i,  42-r-iii,  3a.  v^  17— 
▼if  37-  vii,  3— viii,  34.  be,  'iir--xt,  7-  xi,  47— xiii,  8. 
jciv,  *— xvi,  a\.  XTiii,  36— xx,  25.  Acts  iv,.  3— v, 
34>  X,  43— xiii,  I.  xvi,  56-p-xx,  lo.  xxi,  31 — xxii, 
20.  xxiii,  i8~xxiv,  14.  xxvi,  20r-xxvii,  16.  xxviii, 
5«  to  the  end.  James  iv,  3.  to  tbe  end.  1  Peter  iv^  5. 
to  the  end.  1  John  iv,  3.  to  .the  end.  Rom.  ii,  5«— 
uk,  21.  ix.  6 — ^x,  14.  xi,  3ir-^xi|ii,  10.  i  Cor.  yii,  18— 
tx,  6.  xiii,  8-r-xv,  40.  2  Ger.  x,  9~Gal.  i,  20  Eph.  i 
— ^B,  18.  iv,  i7-*Phil.  i,  22.  iii,  5.  to  the  end.  J  Thess. 
li,  9—Heb.ii,  4.  vii,  26— ^ix,  15.  x,  24— xi,  15.  1  Tim. 
i — iii,  9.  V,  20:  to  the  end.  .  RewJ.  iii,  20— v,  14,  vii, 
i4 — ix,  16.  xvi,  14-r-xviii,  2*  xix,  10.  to  the  end.  fie«- 
flide  tiiese  chasm$,  it  is  in  many  places  illegible^  and 
Griesbach  therefore  very  properly  observes,  that  weongiit 
not  immediately  to  cooclude,  that  it  coincides  with  the 
common  reading,  where  Wetstein  has  not  quoted  it 
among  the  various  readings.  We  may  presume  that 
Ifaoae  mannscripts  are  very  andent,  in  which  an  old  text 
ims  beea  erased  to  make  room  for  a  neiv,  and  Wetstein 
contends  that  this  was  written  before  the  year  542, 
tlioogh  his  argum^its  are  not  wholly  decisive.  Its  read* 
ings,  like  those  of  all  other  very  ancient  manuscripts^ 
are  in  favour  of  the  Latin»  but  no  proof  can  be  given 
that  this  has  been  corrupted  from  the  Latin  versions 
fiiUBTtfc  for  f K  KQ^y  Iff,  Marie  xiv.  1 9.  has  more  the  ap* 
fMaranoe  of  a  sdiolion,  for  scholia  are  discoverable  even 
IB  tlie  most  ancient  manuscripts  '^^  It  has  been  altered 
by  a  critical  corrector,  who,  according  to  Griesbach, 
inuat  have  lived  many  yeans  after  the  time  in  which  the 
sianuficript  was  written,  and  has  probably  erased  many 
of  the  ancient  readings. 

Kiister  was  the  first  who  procured  e:ktracts  from  it^ 
aod  he  inserted  them  in  his  edition  of  Mill's  Greek  Tes- 
Wetstein  has  repeatedly  collated  it  with  very 
accuracy,  and  the  nun^rous  readings,  which  he 
<|uot6d  from  it,  greatly  enhance  the  value  of  his  edi- 
lioo.  tie  says  himself,  tha/t  be  was  unable  to  read  many 
fiuled  passages,  aixl  that  on  a  new  examinatioii^  by  the 
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help  of  good  eyes,  fresh  discoveries  might  be  made;  but 
'Griesbachi  p.  vi.  vii.  of  his  Symbols,  has  given  the 
highest  commendation,  not  only  of  Wetsteins  fidelity 
and  acciiracyi  but  likewise  of  his  clearsightedness.  The 
state  in  which  Dr.  Less  found  this  manuscript  in  1 775, 
it  being  at  that  time  still  less  legible  than  it  seems  to 
have  been  in  the  time  of  Wetstein,  is  described  in  the 
Orient.  Bibl.  Vol.  IX.  p.  142 — 144-  and  the  accounts 
given  by  Woide  and  Griesbacb,  both  of  whom  difier 
Irom  Less,  relative  to  what  is  legible,  or  rather  illegible, 
1  Tim.  iii,  16.  may  be  seen  in  the  same  work,  Vol.  VII. 
p.  138 — 141.  ^and  Vol.  X.  p.  36 — 57'^V  It  is  to  be 
sincerely  lamented  chat  the  manuscript  is  so  faded,  but 
its  loss  would  be  in  some  measure  supplied,  if  we  were 
certain  that  some  other  manuscript  now  extant  were  a 
copy  of  it.  It  is  the  wish  of  Griesbacb,  tiiat  so  much  of 
it  as  is  still  legible  might  be  printed  letter  for  letter  '^^ 

Codex  Jacobi  Fabri  Daventriensis,  see  Wolfianus. 

Jacobus  Faber  Stapulensis,  in  his  commentary  on  St« 
Paul's  episUes,  published  at  Paris  in  1512,  has  some* 
times  appealed  to  certain  Greek  manuscripts,  which 
Wetstein,  in  the  second  part  of  his  N.  T.  has  noted  by 
the  figure  13. 

iig.  Fsschii  1,  noted  92  in  the  first  part  of  Wet- 
Mein's  N.  T.,  in  the  third  49,  takes  its  name  from  the 
proprietor,  Andrew  Faesch,  Secretary  nn  Basel.  It  con* 
tains  the  Gospel  of  St.  Mark,  with  explanatory  notes 
on  the  catholic  epistles,  and  has  been  collated  by  Wet- 
stein. 

>120.  Fceschii  2,  noted  94  in  the  first  part  of  Wet* 
stein's  N.  T.,  contains  several  commentaries  on  the 
Gospels  of  St.  Mark,  and  St.  Luke ;  Wetstein  used  it 
in  his  edition  of  the  Greek  Testament. 

121.  Florentinus,  noted  107  in  the  first  part  of  Wet- 
steins N.  T.,  contains  the  whole  of  the  New  Testa- 
ment, except  the  Revelation,  and  was  written  in  the 
fourteenth  century.  It  belongs  properly  to  the  class  of 
uncollated  manuscripts,  but  I  am  obli^  to  mention  it 
here,  because  Wetstein  has  admitted  it  into  his  cata— 
logue,  on  account  of  two  readings,  which  he  quotes  in. 
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the  first  part,  and  from  nbich  he  appeals  to  Joh.  Lami 
de  eruditione  apostolorum,  Florentias  1738,  p.  218. 

122.  Fiorentinum  lectionarium,  containing  lesson® 
from  the  Gospels  and  Acts,,  noted  Lee.  4  in  the  third 
part  of  Wetstein^s  N.  T.,  b&s  never  been  collated,  but 
only  examined  for  the  reading  1  John  v.  7  '^^ 

1 23.  Thomae  Gale,  noted  66  in  the  first  part  of  Wet" 
stein*s  N.  T.,  contains  the  four  Gospels,  and  was  col- 
lated by  Mill. 

124.  Gehlianus,  noted  89  in  the  first  part  of  Wet- 
stein's  N.  T.,  is  a  manuscript  of  (be  four  Gospels,  writ- 
ten in  1 106.  Gehle,  ivho  died  a  few  years  ago,  master 
of  the  grammar-school  at  Stade,  received  it  when  tutor 
in  the  Hanstein  family,  as  a  present  from  one  Parasceuas, 
an  itinerant  Greek,  whom  he  calls  in  the  preface,  not  by 
his  real  name,  but  by  the  name  which  Parasceuas  had 
assumed  in  several  pamphlets  relative  to  the  Wolfian 
disputes,  Damianus  Sinopeus,  as  being  a  native  of  Si- 
Dope  in  Asia  Minor.  The  readings  of  this  manuscript 
were  published  by  Gehle  in  1 729,  in  a  small  pamphlet 
of  three  sheets,  with. the  following  title:  Augustini  Ga- 
brielis  Gehlii  codex  evangeliorum  MS.  in  lucem  pro- 
latus,  fi*om  which  Bengel  took  his  extracts,  omitting 
only  what  appeared  to  be  unimportant ;  and  Wetstein 
borrowed  from  Ben^l  '^^.  It  was  purchased  of  the 
heirs  of  the  proprietor  in  1773,  for  the  University  library 
at  Gottingen,  and.may  therefore  be  properly  termed 
Goettingensis  i.  but  I  have  retained  the  name  under 
which  it  is  generally  known.  ^ 

125.  Genevensis  1,  noted  35  in  the  second  part  of 
Welstein  s  N.  T.,  in  the  third  29,  is  a  very  neatly  writ- 
tea  manuscript  of  the  Acts  and  Epistles.  Its  readings 
were  iosevted  in  Mill's  collection.  Wetstein  relates  that 
he  saw  it  in  the  years  1714  and  1716,  but  he  has  not 
mentiooed  where,  nor  whed^er  he  has  collated  it 

126.  Genevensis  2,  noted  75  in  the  first  pari  of  Wet- 
stein's  N.  T.,  is  a  manuscript  of  the  four  Gospels, 
brou^  from  Constantmople,  of  which  Wetstein  says 
tfuu  he  saw  it  in  1714  '^. 

R  3;  127.  Geno- 
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127.  GenoVefensis,  or  Codex  bibliothecsfe  S.  Gene- 
vefoB  Parisiis,  a  manuscript  of  the  four  Gospels,  written 
ifn  1284,  collated  by  Griesbach,  and  described  in  his 
Symbols^,  p.  ccxxiii.  He  has  marked  it  Codex  121. 
'  I28.  Guolplierbytanus  A,  contains  fragments  of  the 
four  Gospels,  written  on  vellum,  \fhich  were  erased  m 
the  eighth  or  ninth  ccritury,  in  order  to  write  several 
ifvorks  of  Isidorus  Hispalensis.  Knittel,  who  refers  tb%i 
manuscript  to  the  sixth  century,  has  at  the  end  of  his 
UlphiloB  versio  Gothica  nopnuHorum  capitum  epistolas 
ad  Romanos,  &c.  published  in  1763,  printed  these  frag- 
ments, given  a  critical  description  of  them,  and  added 
extracts  of  their  various  readings ;  but  as  they  have  been 
bithefto  inserted  in  no  critical  edition  of  the  Greek 
Testament'^',  they  may  be  written  as  marginal  not^in 
"VVetstein.  They  amount  to  203,  (including  those  which 
are  manifest  errata)  among  which  Knittel  reckons  53 
peculiar  to  this  manuscript,  though  some  of  these  again 
are  errata,  arid  3  which  are  found  only  in  ancient  versions^ 
One  of  the  aK>st  remarkable  is  «v  fA^nfuvj  Luke  xv.  20. 
but  even  this  appears  to  me  td  be  erroneous. 
*  i2g.  Guelpherbytanos  B,  a  manuscript  containing 
fragments  of  St.  Luke  atid  St.  John,  likewise  published^ 
and  described  by  Knittel  in  the  above-mentioned  work, 
and  referred  by  him  to  the  sixth  century  '*^ :  this  niami«* 
^ript  had  likewise  been  erased,  in  order  to  make  room 
for  the  works  of  Isidorus  Hispalensis.  Knittel  has  ex- 
tracted from  it  1 1 7  readings,  25  of  which  it  alone  con- 
tains, and  it  has  3  in  common  with  ancient  versions, 
but  many  of  them  are  without  doubt  orthographical 
errors.  The  most  remarkable  in  my  opmion  is  rmw 
Xuii8Kaiu39y  Luke  XX.  39.  for  it  entirely  alters  the  senses 
and  represents  some  of  the  Sadducees  as  convinced  by 
Christ  of  the  Resurrection  of  the  Dead.  But  the  omis* 
sion  of  eraif  fXJ^tff,  Luke  xxiii.  42.  which  is  peculiar  to 
this  manuscript,  has  the  appearance  of  a  correction, 
made  to  avoid  a  difficulty  in  the  construction. 

.Nothing  can  equal- the  diligence  which  tlie  lenmed 

editor  has  bestowed  on  these  two. matitiscripts,  andtM 
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remarks  which  be  has  made  are  well  worthy  of  our  at- 
tention. But  if  all  fragments  and  manuscripts  were 
treated  in  the  same  copipus  manner,  our  critical  libraries 
would  be  swdled  to  an  enormous  size. 

130.  Guelpherbytanus  C,  contains  the  Acts,  and  the 
Epistles  with  marginal  readings,  and  the  Revelation  of 
St.  John.  It  has  been  collated  and  described  by  Koil^ 
tel,  who  is  of  opinion  that  it  is  more  modern  than  tho 
tenth,  but  more  ancient  than  the  fourteenth  century^ 
and  written  by  one  Georgius,  a  monk. 

The  first  part,  which  contains  ttle  Ajcts  and  the  Epis-^ 
ties,  b  described  by  Knittel  '*',  in  bis  New  Criticisms 
on  1  John  v.  7.  published  at  Brunswick  1785,  p.  111 — 
136.  and  very  complete  extracts  of  its  readings  are  given 
p.  ito — 330.  The  latter  part,  which  contains  the  Re- 
velatioB,  is  described  in  his  Materials  for  Criticism  on 
Ae  Revektion  of  St.  John''\  published  in  1773,  and 
I  have  likewise  f^ven  some  account  of  it  in  the  Orient^ 
Bibl.  Vol.  VIIL  p.  155—161.  In  the  book  of  Reve^ 
btioQ,  it  has  those  readings  which  are  harsh  and  tmcllis^ 
sioai,  a  ciroufnstanoe  in  favour  of  this  manuscript,  reod^ 
ings  wbkh  Wetstein  generally  preferred,  though  he  had 
Dever  aeen  the  MS.  The  Compliitum  edition  '*'  very 
frequently  agrees  wikh  it,  and  it  iiaa  a  new  and  very 
aemarkafale  reading,  Rev.  ix.  14,  i5*  which  I  Imve 
woftataowBd  in  the  Orient.  Bibl.  '^^  and  which  I  should 
]Kefer,  if  it  were  ratified  by  the  authority  of  anothar 
inpartial  evidence ''  ^ 

131.  Gudpherbytanus  D,  a  manuscript  of  the  first 
efiistle  of  St  John.  Under  the  Greek  text  is  written, 
1.  Tbe  translatbn  of  Castalio.  2.  The  Latin  transl»- 
IKM  of  the  Syriac  text  3.  The  Vulgate.  4-  The 
transktions  of  Erasmus,  Vatablus,  and  Uexa«  It  was 
written  in  the  seventeenth  century,  aod  is  described  ift 
Kiitlsl's  New  Criticisoss  00  1  John  v.  7.  p.  116—131. 
becaoae  it  has  tiiat  text.  Tiiis  is  ^uch  modern  evidence^ 
liiat  in  my  optnioo  it  is  entitled  neither  to*  a  collation, 
■or  a  descrqiition,  but  1  Joha  v.  7.  is  with  many  &/> 
AnPDorite  a  pasaagei  tbitt  no  trouble  bestowed  on  it  is 

t  too  graat       »> 
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132.  Guelpherbytanus  E,  a  manuscript  of  the  eleventh 
century,  containing  the  four  Gospels.  Heusinger  has 
given  a  literary^  description  of  it,  in  a  small  work,  enti- 
tled, De  quatuor  evangeliorum  codtcc  Grceco  qucm  an- 
tiqua  manu  in  membrana  scriptum  Guelpherbytana  bib- 
liotbeca  servat;  but  Knittcl  has  critically  ..described  it 
in  bb  New  Criticisms,  p.  363 — 398.  and  has  added  a 
reimpression  of  Heusinger's  pamphlet :  he  has  likewise 
^ven  complete  extracts  from  it,  and  intends  to  print 
-the  manuscript  itself,  as  it  has  many  remarkable  and 
peculiar  readings.  See  the  New  Orient.  Bibl.  Vol.  II. 
N*32.  p.  140—143'**. 

Goettingensis  1,  see  Gehlianus. 

133.  Goettingensis  2,  formerly  Missyanus  A  A,  or 
Missyanus  1635,  is  a  Lectionarium  of  the  Acts  an^  the 
Epistles,  which  once  belonged  to  Cesar  de  Missy,  but 
was  purchased  after  his  death  by  the  celebrated  navi- 
gator Forster,  and  presented  to  the  University  library  in 
Gottingen.  In  the  eleventh  volume  of  the  Orient  BibL 
I  have  described  it,  and  produced  several  of  its  readings. 
The  late  de  Missy  left  a  very  complete,  and  almost  super- 
fluous collection  of  its  readings;  his  papers  during  some 
time  were  in  my  possession,  but  I  know  not  where  they 
are  at  present.  Matthai  has  given  extracts  from  it,  im« 
mediately  after  the  epistles  to  the  Thessalonians,  and  a 
fac-simile  of  its  characters,  N""  5.  of  the  copper-plates 
annexed  to  the  book  of  Revelation. 

134.  Gonvilli  et  Caii,  noted  59  in  the  first  part  of 
Wetstein's  N.  T.,  is  a  manuscript  of  the  Gospels,  be- 
longing to  Caius  College  in  Cambridge,  exti*acts  from 
which  ^ere  first  printed  in  the  London  Polyglot  These 
were  inserted  in  Mill's  edition  *'l:  whether  Wetsteia 
collated  it  I  am  unable  to  determine,  for  he  says  only 
that  he  saw  it  in  1 7 1 6. 

^35-  Henrici  Googe,  noted  in  Mill  Go,  in  the  first 
part  of  Wetstein's  N.  T.  Codex  62,  is  a  manuscript  of 
tbe  four  Gospels,  formerly  in  the  possession  of  Henry 
Googe  of  Cambritige :  its  readings  were  first  printed  in 
the  London  Polyglot,  and  thence  transferred  to  the  edi* 
tions  of  Mill  and  Wetstein.     Where  it  is  at  present 

preserved 
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preserved  is  not  known,  but  Wetstein.  suppos^  it  to  be 
the  same  with  Usserii  primus  '**• 

136.  Grsevii,  noted  80  in  the  first  part  of  Wetstein's 
N.  T.,  is  a  manuscript  of  the  four  Gospels,  written  in 
the  eleventh  century,  formerly  in  the  possession  of  the 
famous  Graevius,  and  afterwards  the  property  of  John 
van  der  Hagen.  Wetstein  says,  that  Bynaeus  collated 
this  manuscript  in  1691,  and  though  he  has  no  where 
related  that  *  he  procured  these  extracts,  yet  we  must  at 
least  suppose  so,  since  he  has  quoted  bis  Codex  80  on 
various  occasions. 

137.  Gravii,  noted  93  in  the  first  part  of  Wetstein  s 
N.  T.,  is  a  manuscript  of  the  four  Gospels,  which  Vos- 
sius  has  quoted  hi  the  genealogy  of  Christ,  Luke  iii.  It 
would  not  be  entitled  to  a  place  in  this  catalogue,  had 
not  Wetstein  introduced  it,  and  supposed  it  to  be  the 
same  with  Usserii  primus  '*'. 

138.  Havniensis  1,  noted  57  in  the  third  part  of  Wet- 
stein's N.  T.,  was  formerly  celebrated  in  the  dispute 
relative  to  1  John  v^  7.  and  Is  quoted  by  Bengel,  in  fa- 
vour of  the  omission  of  that  verse.  Since  that  time. 
It  has  been  described  by  Professor  Hensler,  in  his  No- 
titia  codicum  N.  T.  Graecorum  qui  Havanioe  in  biblio- 
theca  regia  adservantur,  who  has  given  complete  extracts 
from  the  Acts,  and  the  Epistles.  It  was  written  in  the 
year  1278,  and  ccmtains  the  whole  of  the  New  Testa- 
ment, except  the  Revelation,  in  the  following  order, 
the  Acts,  epistles  of  St  Paul,  the  catholic  epistles,  and 
last  of  all  the  Gospels,  in  which  arrangement  it  agrees 
with  the  Codex  Reuchlinianus,  described  N""  38,  and 
the  Laudanus  2.  It  is  remarkable  for  its  coincidence 
with  the  Complatum  edition,  even  in  readings  that  are 
ratified  by  no  other  genuine  manuscript.  I  have  given 
a  Anther  account  of  it  in  tl^e  Orient  Bibl.  Vol.  XXIIL 
p,2— 6"^. 

1 39.  Havniensf^  2,  a  manuscript  of  the  Gospels,,  which 
very  frequently  hahnonizes  with  the  Lei'cestrensis. 

140.  Havniensis  3,  a  Lectionarium,  containing  les- 
Mns  firom  the  Gospels  and  Epistles.  These  two  last  ma- 
macripts  are  described  in  Hensler's  Notitia  codicum 

Havniensiun^ 
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Havniensium,  and  examples  gif  eo  of  their  readings,  whieh 
the  author  intends  to  publish  :  otherwise  they  would  not 
be  entitled  to  a  place  in  this  catalogue. 

141*  HaL  in  Griesbach  Codex  61  '^\  a  oaanuftcript  of 
which  we  have  at  present  no  kciowledge,  bat  Mill  has 
written  several  extracts  from^  it,  in  the  margin  of  his  own 
copy  of  his  Greek  Testament ''%  which  is  still  preserved 
in  the  Bodleian  library.  Several  of  them  have  bec»  printed 
by  Griesbach,  in  his  Symbolee  Critiae,  p.  243-^304« 
The  MS.  must  have  contained  all  the  epistles  *^K 

142 — 146.  The  five  following  Codices  Harleiani,  from 
which  Griesbach,  in  his  Gr^ek  Testament,  has  given 
various  readings,  and  also  in  his  Symbplas,  under  the  title 
Spicilegium  lectioniim  variantium,  ai*e  described  in  the 
first  volume  of  the  latter,  p.  clxxxxji*  and  following 
pages  '^\ 

149*  Harleianus  1810,  preserved  in  the  Britieh  Mu* 
seum,  in  Gritebach  Codex  113,  a  manuscript  written  in 
the  tenth  or  eleventh  century.  He  has  accurately  col* 
lated  the  following  parts,  Markxvi*  Luke  iii,  16 — 38. 
viii,  15 — 39-  *i>  1—24.  Jolm  v,  1 — vi,  46.  vii,  53— 
viii,  13.  the  remainder  be  has  either  not  examined,  or 
oidy  cursorily. 

143.  Harleianus  5540,  Griesbach*s  Codex  114,  writ'* 
ten  in  the  thirteenth  century.  He  has  accurately  col* 
laled  Matth.  viii.  ix,  x,  xi.  lesa  accurately  the  remaininff 
chapters  of  that  Gospel,  with  the  Gospel  of  St.  Mark  and 
St.  Xuke  i — ^xix.  John  i*^iv.  the  rest  he  has  not  col1jated» 
Griesbach  highly  esteems  this  aianuacript»  and  refers  it  U^ 
the  Western  edition. 

144.  Harleianus  5559,  in  Griesbach  ii5i  a  manu«> 
script  of  the  twelfth  century.  He  has  earefiilly  oolktbd 
Matth^  viii— xviii.  the  remainder  he  has  only  carautiy 
inspected.  It  has  a  striking  affinity  with  WetolcJn'a 
C.D.L.  1,  33.  which  are  valuable  manuscripts,  but  at  the 
aame  time  it  has  many  peculiar  readir^  wimh  appeared 
to  Griesbach  notkung  more  than  bold  conjectiii«& 

145.  Harleianus  5567,  Griesbach'a  Codex  116,  writ- 
ten with  aecuracy,  that  is,  wilh  ftw  ortbograpfascal.  csrron^ 

by  the  Empeior  Thoodosius  the  Cfeat,  jw:afc|ii^  to 

the 
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the  subBcriptiOn,  vrbich  no  one  however  will  implicitly 
believe.  Griesbach  sets  no  great  value  on  this  mana- 
script,  and  of  the  readingi,  which  are  peculiar  to  it,  he 
says,  *  luxttriatift  mgenium  librarii  prodere  videntur/ 
With  respect  to  his  examination  of  it,  he  adds,  *  totuoi 
perlustravi,  exceptis  altimis  capHibns  Joannis/ 

146.  Harleianus  5731,  Oriesbach's  C^dex  117,  con- 
tains the  four  Gospels,  with  a  fragment  of  a  Lectiona^ 
riom  of  the  epistles,  belonged  formerly  to  Bentley,  and 
vir-as  copied  in  the  fourteenth  century  by  a  transcriber 
wholly  ignorant  of  Greek,  though,  according  to  Gries- 
bach's  opinion,  from  a  more  ancient  manuscript  of 
value.  It  has  great  similarity  to  the  Cantabrigiensis, 
Regius  2244,  and  Colbertinus  2844,  but  has  likewise 
several  readings  that  are  wholly  peculiar  to  itself.  Gries* 
bach  collated  Matth.  1 — xiii.  Luke  iii— vii.  John  1 — 
iev.  and  viii. ;  he  adds,  that  the  whole  deserves  to  be 
collated. 

In  the  same  library  are  preserved  six  manuscripts  of 
the  epistles,  noted  5552,  5588,-56i3,  5620,  5778,  579^ 
One  of  them,  5778,  er  Covel.  5,  has  been  Collated,  and 
is  described  N"*  1 1 2 ;  the  rest  belong  not  to  this  cata^ 
logue,  as  they  have  been  never  used. 
'  147.  Hirsaugiensis '^^,  noted  97  in  the  first  part  of 
Wetstein  s  N.  T.,  a  manuscript  of  St.  John's  Gospel, 
written  by  one  Ntcolaus  a  monk,  in  th^  year  1 500  *. 
Bengel  has  collated  it,  and  found  its  readings  very  simi^ 
lar  to  those  of  the  Codex  Trithemii. 

148.  Hantingtonianus  1,  noted  36  in  the  second  part 
6f  Wetslem's  N.  T<,  in  the  thiiKl  50,  in  the  fourth  9, 
a  maouscrfpt  of  tiie  Acts,  Epistles,  •  and  Revehition^ 
brought  fram  the  East  by  Robert  Huntington  '^.  Thi 
b^^nidg  is  defective  as  far  as  Acts  xv.  1 9.  The  Acts 
of  the  Apostles,  with  the  Epistles  of  St.  Jamed  and  St 
Peter,  and  the  two  first  of  St.  John,  are  said  to  have 
beea  written  by  a  somewhat  lat^  hand;  but  the  re^ 
maining  books,  namely,  the  third  epistle  of  St.  John,  the 

epMe 

«  The  date  h  not  in  Bengel,  but  b  Wet^o^  wb6  has  quoted  it  at 
if  taken  from  Bengel. , 
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epistle  of  St.  Jude,  the  Revelation,  and  the  epistles  of 
St.  Paul,  which  have  the  last  place,  were  estimated  by 
Mill,  who  made  extracts  from  this  manuscript,  at  the  age 
of  700  years,  on  account  of  the  ancient  hand,  and  the 
characters. 

149.  Huntingtonianus  2,  noted  67  in  the  first  part  of 
Wetstein's  N.  T.,  a  manuscript  of  the  four  Gospels,  which 
ends  with  John  vi.  24.  Mill,  who  collated  it,  ascribes  to 
It  an  antiquity  of  700  years,  but  it  is  at  present  in  a  very 
bad  state  of  preservation. 

150.  Johnsonianus,  noted  72  in  the  first  part  of  Wet* 
stein  a  N.  T.,  a  copy  of  the  four  Gospels,  and  said  to 
have  belonged  to  the  monastery  of  Simeon  Stilites.  It 
discovers  its  country  by  the  Egyptian  names  of  the 
months,  which  the  transcriber  has  written  m  the  margin, 
to  note  the  time,  in  which  he  supposed  that  this  or 
that  event  bad  happened.  Griesbach  has  likewise  dis- 
covered several  Arabic  notes,  and  several  various  read- 
ings, in  the  Gospels  of  St  Matthew  and  St.  Mark,  fh>m 
the  transcriber's  own  hand.  He  describes  it  in  the  first 
volume  of  his  Symbolas,  p.  clxxxi*  and  places  it  in  the 
eleventh  century.  It  is  at  present  in  the  British  Museum, 
and  is  there  noted  Harleianus  5647.  Its  most  remark- 
able reading  is  r(tm  for  wm,  John  xix.  14.  which  ex- 
cites no  favourable  opinion  of  its  readingis,  as  this  is  ma- 
nifestly a  correction  of  the  text,  made  in  order  to  avoid 
a  difiiculty  attending  the  explanation  of  the  common 
text 

Wetstein  collated  this  manuscript  in  July  1731.  He 
writes,  Antequam  in  Angliam  mitteretur  anno  1731 
mense  Julio  a  T.  Johnson  bibliopola  mecum  comma- 
nicatum  contuli.  Griesbach,  who  commends  the  ac-» 
curacy  of  Wetstem's  collation,  has  himself  made  some 
additions. 

151.  Laudanus  1  \  noted  50  in  the  first  part  of  Wet- 
stein's  N.  T.,  contains  the  four  Gospels,  and  was  esti- 
mated 

^  The  following  codices  Laodani  take  their  name  from  Archbishop 
Laud,  who  presented  them  to  the  Univeni^  of  Oxford,  of  whickh^ 
was  Chancellor. 
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mated  by  Mill,  who  collated  it,  at  the  age  of  700  years. 
Griesbacb  has  collated  it  still  more  accurately,  Mark — 
IV — ^vii.  Luke  viii,  and  ix.  It  is  defective  from  the  be* 
gioniDg  as  &r  as  Matth.  ix.  36,  also  xii,  3 — 24.  xxv, 
20— *32.  Mark  xiv,  40.  to  the  end  of  the  Gospel,  and 
from  John  v,  8.  to  the  end. 

152.  Laudanus  2,  noted  51  in  the  first  part  of  Wet« 
atein's  N.  T.,  in  the  second  38,  in  the  third  32,  con- 
tains the  whole  New  Testament,  except  the  book  of 
Revelation.  Mill,  who  collated  it,  judged  it  to  be  400 
years  old :  be  found  a  great  harmony  between  it  and  the 
Complutensian  Polyglot,  or,  as  he  expresses  himself,  in 
conformity  with  his  hypothesis,  the  Codex  Vaticanus, 
which  he  says  was  fiuthfuUy  copied  in  that  edition  of  the 
Bible.  See  Griesbacb's  Symbolae,  p.  clxxii.  Semler  sup- 
poses that  the  Clomplutum  ^ition  was  printed  from  the 
Laudanus  2,  the  leaves  of  which  were  afterwards  bound 
ialse,  whence  arose  the  present  extraordinary  arrange- 
ment of  the  parts  of  this  manuscript,  namely,  the  Acts, 
the  Epistles  of  St.  Paul,  the  catholic  epistles,  and  last  of 
all  the  Gospels.  But  Griesbacb,  who  has  very  accu- 
rately examined  this  point,  relates  that  the  arrangement 
must  have  proceeded  from  the  transcriber  himself.  The 
same  order  is  likewise  observed  in  two  other  manuscripts, 
the  Reuchlinianus^  and  Havniensis  1.     SeeN""  138. 

1 53*  Laudanus  3,  noted  in  FelFs  edition,  printed  in 
the  Sheldon  Theatre  in  1675,  fiodleianus  1,  in  the  third 
part  of  Wetstein's  N.  T.,  Codex  £,  is  a  Greek- Latin 
manuscript  of  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles,  in  which  the 
Latin  text  is  one  of  those  versions  that  differ  from  Je- 
rom's '  edition.  It  is  defective  from  chap.  xxvK  29.  to 
xxviii.  26. 

Mill  and  Welstein  contend,  that  the  Greek  text  of 
this  manuscript  has  been  altered  from  the  Latin,  and  in 
the  former  editions  of  this  Introduction  I  acceded  to  this 

opinion, 

*  In  the  former  edition  I  had  said,  that  the  Latin  version  was  on^ 
of  those  which  were  in  use  before  the  time  of  Jerom.  This  I  have 
altered  in  the  present  edition,  because  the  Latin  appears  to  have  been 
•kered  from  the  particular  Greek  text  of  this  manuscript. 
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qpioion,  to  which  I  was  indueed  by  the  wry  extmordi^' 
nary  circuaiBtaoce,  that  an  iotBrpolatioo  ia  tLe  Latin,  is 
10  two  different  cnaousGripts  diflferenlly  given  in  Greeks 
which,  therefore  appears  to  be  not  original,  but  a  trans-* 
iatioQ:  namely,  after  /bii«,  Acts  iv«  32.  in  the  Laudanus 
3,  x«i  sx  Yiv  x/^fitriAo^  i¥  avTo^f  TIC,  and  in  die  Cantabrigi«> 
ensis  h«i  hk  nv  ha^Kg^t^  ly  «utok  nhfkiAn  But  Woide  has  so 
ably  defended  this  passage,  in  bis  preface  to  the  Codex 
Alexandrious,  \  77*— 80,  that  we  must  conclude  the 
cbarg^  is  ungrounded.  For  in  the  very  quoted  pas- 
sage, febe  Latin  text  of  ttie  two  manuscripts  is  as  diffi> 
rent  as  the  Greek,  the  Laudanus  having  ^  et  non  erat 
9eparatio  in  eis  ulla,'  the  Cantabrig^ensis  ^  et  aon  eral 
accusatio  in  eis  ulla,'  where  there  is  a  manifest  error  in 
the  translation  df  ^i»x(i(ric,  and  it  appears  from  Cypnan's 
quotalion,  that  even  so  early  as  that  age,  there  was  a 
tiiird,  and  s^  better  translation  of  this  passage,  nee  6iJt 
inter  illos  discrimen  uUum,  as  may  be  seea  in  Sabatier  '^^ 
Though  we  admit  thereibre  that  the  passage  is  spurious^ 
and  an  interpolation  in  the  manuscripts  of  the  Western 
edition,  arising  perhaps  originally  from  a  seholion,  or  mar«» 
gpoal  note,  yet  we  must  not  infer  that  the  Greek  was  taken 
from  the  Latin,  but,  00  the  contrary,  that  the  Latin  was 
taken  from  the  Greek.  Woide  bia^  likewise  observarf 
other  passages,  to  which  the  same  oenwrk  is  applicable, 
for  instance.  Acts  xvii.  16.  %%rui^w  nwmv  fY»y  wXiy^  circa 
ttmidaehrum  esse  civitatem  ''^. 

This  induced  me  to  make  an  accurate  examination  of 
the  Acts  of  the  Apostles  in  Greek  and  Latin,  wb^^ 
Hearoe  printed  from  this  manuscript,  and  the  result  was 
a  perfect  conviction,  that  the  Greek  had  not  been  al- 
tered  from  the  Latin,  but  the  Latin  from  the  Greeks 
Ch.  XV.  i8«  the  Greek  text  of  this  manuscript  is  yfw^x 
mw  ittm^i  cfi,  the  Latin  nota  a  ssculo  EST  Deo  omnia 
opera  ejus,  which  is  a  notorious  false  ooocor4i :  otber 
Latin  versions  have  notum  and  opus  in  the  singular, 
which  were  here  corrected  to  nota  and  opera,  but  est 
permitted  to  remain,  because  i?i  is  in  the  Greek.  Ch. 
ix.  6^  the  Laud.  3j  in  conjunction  with  the  other  manu* 

scripts^ 
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acripby  omits  the  following  passage  of  our  common 
priDted  text,  which  Erasmus  had  interpolated  from  toe 

XiEttn,     ^XX«f Of   rOf    Vf Of  iU9Tf»    XftXTi^C«>.       TfifMtV    it   xai 

aur$p.  But,  ver.  4.  immediately  after  Jimfic,  this  ma- 
nuscript alone,  in  imitation  of  the  Syriac  Version,  has 
mAnfw  0«i  wfi  xf#r^»  x«xri^iii^,  and  its  LatiD  text  has  been 
altered  accordingly  to  Saule,  Saule,  quid  me  persequens  ? 
durum  titri  est  contra  stimulum  calcitrare.  It  is  found 
10  this  manner  in  do  other  Latin  manuscript,  a  circum- 
stance which  sliews  that  the  Gteek  was  not  altered  from 
the  Latin,  and  if  we  suspect  any  version,  we  must  suspect 
the  Syriac,  which  alone  has  this  reading*  Ch.  x.  u  it 
omits,  together  with  many  other,  not  latinizing  onlyi 
but  even  Moscow  manuscripts,  the  fourth  word  ^y,  whidi 
nmders  more  easy  the  connection  with  ven  3.  upitg  Jb  rif 

fy  KMtfoftict  o¥Cfkar%  KopuXiof  •  •   •  ntty  Vf  ofd(MtTi*     The' 

Latin  text  of  this  manuscript  has  been  altered  agreeably 
to  this  reading,  vir  autem  quidam  in  Caesarea  nomine 
Cornelius  «  . .  vidit  visum,  whereas  all  other  Latin  ver* 
iioQB  have,  vir  autem  quidam  £RAT  in  Cssarea  ...IS 
vidit  in  vi#u«  Whoever  would  examine  a  very  remark^ 
able  contrast  between  our  common  printed  text,  wbidi 
Ihis  really  been  corrupted  from  the  Latin,  and  the  false* 
Ij-aocused  Codices  Graeco-Latini,  may  refer  to  Acts  x.  6. 
where  wth  Xakntu  «*•«,  n  rt  hi  trwm  is  nothing  more  tkiwi 
a  Greek  translation,  which  Erasmus  himself  made  firom 
the  Latin,  and  this  interpolation,  though  found  in  not 
a  aidgle  Greek  manuscript,  has  been  traaslierred  to  our 
flMxiera  options*  But  the  Codex  Laud.  5,  and  Cnta* 
brigiensiB,  in  conformity  to  their  Greek  text,  have  omitted 
the  Latin  reading,  hie  dicet  tibi  quid  te  oporteat  fooepe* 
Tbe  following  is  an  example  of  a  different  kind,  the 
Greek  text  diffiaring  from  the  Latin,  with  which  it  is  ac« 
companied,  and  therefore  not  corrected  from  it.  Cli.  iii 
19.  its  Latin  text,  in  conjunction  with  the  Vulgate,  k 
*  Qt  cum  venerint  tempore,'  which  would  be  expressed 
itt<S«Mk  oawr  $m  tA^wov  xaifoi,  whereas  the  text  of  the 

Cod. 
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Cod.  Laud.  3,  agreeably  to  the  common  reading,  is  otik 
ay  fX^tto-i,  ut  veniant  '^. 

I  have  mentioned  above,  that  there  is  an  extraordinary 
coincidence  between  this  manuscript,  and  the  Syriac  ver* 
sion,  and  even  in  the  Cures  in  Act  Ap.  Syriacos,  p.  182* 
I  had  observed  eight  readings,  in  which  this  version  agrees 
with  the  Lagd.  3  alone,  namely  i v.  24.  v.  21.  vii.  24* 
xii.  14.  xiii.  29.  34.  xiv.  3.  xvii.  15.  and  five  in  which 
it  agrees  with  this,  and  only  one  or  two  other  manu* 
scripts,  namely,  xiii.  43.  xvii.  20.  xxi.  27.  xxii.  6.  xxvi. 
4.  To  those  examples  I  will  add  chap.  xviL  lO.  where 
the  reading  of  all  other  manuscripts  is  arivny,  but  the 
Cod.  Laud.  3.  ciriiia'av,  in  conformity  to  the  Syriac 
^v^*°^  where  it  may  at  the  same  time  be  observed|  that 
its  Latin  text,  on  the  contrary,  has  abierunt 

We  might  therefore,  with  more  appearance  of  reason, 
suspect  that  the  Laudanus  3,  as  I  observed  of  the  Can* 
tabrigiensis,  has  beenalter^  from  the  Syriac:  but  even 
thb  suspicion  is  not  only  highly  improbable  in  itself,  but 
admits  a  complete  confutation  from  this  manuscript  it- 
*sel^  in  which  difficult  constructions  are  removed,  in  a 
manner  totally  different  from  that  which  we  find  in  the 
Syriac  version.  Acts  x.  1,  2,  3.  the  Laudanus  3  omits 
fiy,  in  conjunction  with  many  other  manuscripts,  but  the 
Syriac  retains'^nv,  which  is  in  ,the  first  verse,  (Bind  adds  )joi 
in  the  third,  so  that  the  Syriac  text  \\^  }joi,  coincides 
with  the  Vulgate,  IS  vidit.  Ch.  xvi.  37.  v^o;  mrw^^  in 
the  plural  created  a  difficulty,  because  it  was  supposed 
to  refer  to  ^10-/^09 v^ag ;  the  Syriac  translator  therefore  ren- 
dered it  by  the  singular,  as  if  it  were  tr^o^  autov,  whereas 
the  writer  of  the  Laudanus  3  has  entirely  omitted  the 
expression. 

Wetstein  conjectures,  from  an  edict  of  a  Sardinian 
prince.  Flavins  Pancratius,  written  at  the  end  of  this 
manuscript^  and  from  several  otlier  circumstances,  that 
it  was  w  ritten  in  Sardinia  in  the  seventh  century ;  nor  is 
the  conjecture  devoid  of  probability.  A  Qouple  of  lines 
from  this  manuscript,  in  which  is  tlie  title  Jou^  £«( j(yi«c> 
may  be  seen  in  the  copper-plate  j)refixed  to  Woide  s 

Preface 
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Prefoce  to  the  Codex  AletoDdrinus ;   and  the  learned 
editor  observes,  that  the  letters  in  this  edict  are  different 
from  the  manuscript  itself,  which  appears  also  from  com* 
paring  the  specimen  in  the  above-mentioned  cop{)er* 
plate,  with  that  which  repre^nts  the  characters  of  the 
manuscript  prefixed  to  Hearne's  edition  *''^    The  edict 
is  written  in  a  more  current  hand,  and  the  manuscript 
is  therefore  more  ancient  than  this  dux  Sardinian.    *  It 
was  afterwards  brought  to  England,  where  it  still  re« 
mains.     Mill  has  observed,  that  it  resembles  the  manu« 
script,  firom  which  Bede  borrowed  the  readings,  which  he 
quotes  in  his  Expositio  Actuum  Apostolorum  retractata ; 
but  Wetstein  goes  a  step  further,  and  contends  that  it  is 
the  very  same  which  Bede  used,  and  of  which  he  writes 
as  follows :  quaedam,  quas  in  Graeco,  sive  aliter,  sive  plus, 
aut  minus  posita  vidimus,  breviter  commemorare  cura- 
vimus.     Quae  utrum  negligentii  interpretis  omissa,  vel 
aliter  dicta,  an  incuri4  librariorum  sint  depravata,  sive  re- 
licta,  nondum  scire  potuimus.     Namque  Graecum  exem- 
plar fuisse  falsatum  suspicari  non  audeo :  unde  lectorem 
admoneo,  ut  haec,  ubicumque  fecerimus,  gratia  erudi-' 
tionis  legat,  non  in  suo  tamen  yolumine  quasi  emendator 
inserat,  nisi  forte  ea  in  latino  codice  suae  editionis  sic 
antiquitus  interpretata  repererit     Now  this  passage  ap- 
pears unfavourable  to  Wetstein  s  conjecture ;  for  if  Bede 
had  been  in  possession  of  this  Greek- Latin  manuscript, 
it  is  improbable  that  he  would  have  represented  the 
Greek  readings  as  being  in  opposition  to  the  Latin,  or 
have  expressed  an  uncertain  conjecture,  that  similar  trans^ 
lations  might  hereafter  be  found  in  the  Latin.     But  on 
the  other  hand,  Wetstein  found  in  this  manuscript  all 
the  seventy-four  readings  quoted  by  Bede,  of  which  Acts 
viii.  7.  is  particularly  to  be  remarked,  as  being  a  strong 
confirmation  of  Wetstein*8  hypothesis,  though  he  him- 
self has  not  particularly  noted  it    The  Laud.  3,  is  one 
^  of  the  very  few  Greek  manuscripts  which  have  this  verse, 
*  and  Bede  found  it  in  the  Greek  text  of  hi&  manuscript ; 
'  hie  alia  translatio  jui(ta  Grascum  exemplar  aliquot  ner- 
sus  plos  habetj  ubi  scriptum  est,'  &c.    ilis  manuscript 
Vol.  IL  S  there- 
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therefore,  if  ndt  the  same  with  the  Laud.  3,  must  have 
been  copied  from  the  Greek  text  of  that  manuscript.  I 
wish  that  this  question  had  be6h  examined  by  Woide, 
who  in  the  38**  section  of  his  Pt^efaee  to  the  Codex 
Alexandrinus,  accedes  to  th(e  opinion  of  Wetstein,  hav- 
ing never  seen  the  third  edition  of  this  IntrodueliM,  in 
which  these  doubts  were  first  proposed  "*. 

This  mahuscript  was  first  used  iti  the  Oxford  edition 
of  1675,  and  quoted,  as  Wetstein  observes,  under  the 
name  of  Bodleianus  1.  It  was  collated  more  accurately 
by  Mill,  and  in  the  year  1715  was  printed  by  Heerde. 
The  Latin  version  is  in  Sabatier's  fiibie,  and  also  in  Pro- 
fessor Hwiid*s  Libellus  Criticus*•^  It  were  to  be  wished 
that  the  last  mentioned  critit  had  likewise  printed  the 
Greek  text,  since  the  Latin  version  alone  is  insufficient, 
&nd  Hearne^s  edition  is  uncomnK>nly  scarce,  as  only  one 
hundred  and  twenty  impressions  were  taken  off*  It  is 
6,  manuscript  which  is  indispensable  to  every  man,  who 
woutd  examine  the  important  question,  whether  the  -Co- 
dices Graeco-Latini  have  been  corrupted  from  fte  Latin, 
and  it  is  this  manuscript  which  has  convinced  tue  that  the 
charge  is  without  foundation. 

154.  Laudanus  4^  noted  in  th^  first  part  of  Wetstein's 
N-  T.  Evangel istarium  20,  was  written  in  the  year  1047, 
and  has  been  collated  by  Mill. 

155.  Laudanus  5,  noted  52  in  the  first  part  of  Wet- 
stein's  N.  T.  is  a  manuscript  of  the  four  (>ospels,  writ- 
ten in  1 286.     R  has  been  collated  by  Mill,  and  in  the 

^  following  parts  still  more  accurately  by  Griesbach,  name- 
ly, Mark  iii.  Luke  iv,  v,  vi.  John  v.  1 — 6.  vS.  53 — 
viii.  19. 

156.  Lelcestrensis,  noted  ih  Mill  by  Vbe  letter  L,  in 
the  first  part  of  Wetstein's  N.  T.  Codex  69,  in  the  se- 
cond 37,  in  the  third  31,  in  the  fourth  14,  is  a  manu** 
scrrpi;  of  the  wliole  New  Testament,  writtefn  by  a  modern 
hand,  partly  on  paper,  and  partly  on  vcHnm,  and  i'eferred  ^ 
by  Wetstein  to  thfe  fburteenth  century.  It  is  defective 
frofti  the  beginning,  as  far  as  Matth.  xviiS.  5.  trtid  has 
also  the  following  tihasms,  Acta  X.-45— -xiy.  17.  Jude  7: 

.  to 
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to  the  eod^  Rev.  xxi.  1 .  to  the  end.  Miir  has  observed 
that  it  has  many  peculiar  readings,  and  that  in  those 
\rhich  are  not  coafined  to  this  manuscript,  it  chiefly 
agrees  with  the  Cantabrigiensis.  It  harmonizes  also  in 
a  very  eminent  maooer  with  the  Syriac  version,  not  only 
in  the  latinizing  readings,  but  in  such  as  are  found 
oatber  in  the  Vulgate  nor  the  old  Italic,  of  which  I  have 
given  examples  from  the  Gospel  of  St  Mark,  in  the 
Curas  in  Actus  Apostolorum  Syriacos,  ^  xi.  p.  1 82,  1 83. 
Another  example  is  f«xori  rtT^ct^i^f  1  Cor.  x.  8.  a  reading 
ibund  only  in  thb  maiiuscript,  and  in  the  Syriac  ^""^  In 
a  note,  Cb.  iv.  sect.  12.  of  thi»  Introduction,  I  have 
given  likewise  a  remarkable  reading  from  this  manu- 
script, which,  evidently  betrays  a  critical  conjecture.  It 
is  an  extraordinary  circumstanee,  and  at  the  same  time 
a  proof  of  the  value  of  this  manuscript,  that  several  read- 
ings, which  Mill  £uund  in  it  alone,  have  been  confirmed 
by  other  manuscripts,  which  belong  to  totally  different 
countries:  for  instance  Rom.  viii.  19.  n  a7rox»(%foxtct  m^ 
wifimc  for  xTio-ffff,  which  gives  a  very  different  sense,  is 
found  in  the  Moscow  manuscript,  noted  M,  thou^  I 
acknowledge  that  this  reading  in  particular  has  the  ap- 
pearance of  a  mere  correction.  According  to  Hensler, 
tJbe  Codex  Havoiensis  3,  has  likewise  a  great  similarity 
to  the  manuscript  in  question.  Mill  has  collated  it,  but 
Wetstein  says  that  his  extracts  are  defective,  and  some- 
times erroneous.  The  extracts  which  Wetstein  inserted 
in  his  edition,  were  made  by  Jackson  and  Tiffin. 

What  I  have  here  related  of  this  manuscript,  I  have 
partly  borrowed  from  Wetstein,  and  partly  deduced  from 
an  examination  of  the  readings,  which  he  has  quoted. 
fiat  the  description  appears  to  me  to  be  in  some  respects 
erroneous^  though  I  am  unable  to  specify  in  what  the 
error  consists. 

In  the  catalogue  of  the  libraiy  of  Cesar  de  Missy  *, 
which  was  sokl  m  1776,  was  the  following  article,  N"" 
1617,  Collatio  codicis  Leicestrensis  per  Rev.  Job.  Jack- 
SQD  adscripfta  ■mrgkii  N.  T.  Grtece  impressi  Oxonii  1 675. 

s  2    ,  Hoc 

•  8€c  the  Orient.  Bibl.  Vol,  X,  N*  161  ^od  169"*. 
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Hoc  est  originale,  e  quo  variantes  lectiones  suo  N.  T.  in- 
seruit  Wetstenius.  Vide  ejus  profationem,  p.  53.  n.  69* 
I  know  not  whether  this  collation  was  purchased  tnf  Dr. ' 
Hunter,  or  the  trustees  of  the  British  Museum  ^  ,  who- 
seem  to  have  divided  the  Greek  manuscripts  of  Cesar  de 
Missy;  but  I  can  communicate  a  more  accurate  descrip- 
tion of  it,  which  I  had  from  de  Missy  himself.  There  was 
likewise  in  this  catalogue,  N""  1618,  an  article  entitled, 
Remarques  sur  leMS.  de  Leicester  parM.de  Missy,  which 
I  had  som6  time  in  my  possession;  they  were  sent  to  me 
by  his  widow,  in  consequence  of  a  wish  that  I  had  ex^ 
pressed  in  the  Orient.  Bibl.  VoK  I.  p.  99.  that  these  re- 
marks might  be  published,  with  permission  to  print  them 
with  the  other  works  of  this  learned  and  sagacious  critic. 
But  as  I  have  returned  them  to  the  proprietor,  I  will 
select  only  so  much  as  is  necessary  to  be  known,  that  I 
may  not  defeat  the  publication  of  the  remarks  them* 
selves. 

The  Codex  Leicestrensis  is  in  the  Town- Library  at 
Leicester,  and  is  written  partly  on  vellum,  and  partly  oq 
very  thick  paper.  The  collation  which  Wetstein  pro- 
cured, was  taken  from  the  margin  of  a  copy  of  the  Ox- 
ford edition^  printed  in  1 675,  m  which  however  not  all 
the  readings  were  noted,  but  those  only  which  had  been 
omitted,,  or  falsely  quoted  by  Mill.  The  collation  was 
made  by  Jackson,  the  editor  of  Novatianus,  and  Lee,  a 
clergyman  in  Leicester.  Joseph  Wasse,  who  afterwards 
bad  it  in  bis  possession,  added  new  remarks,  which  con- 
sisted partly  in  comparisons  with  the  Coptic  version,  and 
partly  in  doubts  and  conjectures.  Frqm  his  hands  it 
came  into  those  of  William  Tiflin,  who  revised  the  notes 
of  his  predecessors,  and  made  several  alterations.  In 
this  state  it  was  purchased  by  Cesar  de  Missy^  and  this 
collation  was  used  by  Wetstein,  though  he  has  not  ac* 
curately  described  it  *°^ 

De  Missy's  treatise  unfortunately  breaks  off  in  the  mid- 
dle of  the  sixth  paragraph,  it  is  therefore  difficult  to  de- 
termine what  were  his  real  sentiments  with  re^rd  to  the 
value  of  this  manuscript ;  but  the^  must  have  been  un- 

JbvourabU 
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iavourable  either  to  the  manuscript  itself,  or  to  the  ex- 
tracts that  had  been  made  from  it,  for  the  title  page  which 
he  has  prefixed,  and  on  which  he  wrote  with  his  own 
hand  Remarques  sur  les  MS.  de  Leicester,  has  a  figure 
representing  a  quack  doctor,  avec  privilege  du  Roi;  but 
of  Wetstein  he  speaks  with  the  most  profound  respect. 
He  appears  also  to  have  suspected,  if  we  may  judge  from 
the  first  few  paragraphs,  that  Mill  had  his  doubts  with 
r^rd  to  this  manuscript.  Our  knowledge  therefore  of 
the  Codex  Leicestrensis  is  hitherto  attended  with  a  mys- 
^ry  ****>  o^  which  we  have  the  more  reason  to  wish  for 
an  explanation,  as  its  readings  so  frequently  coincide  with 
those  of  the  Syriac  versions. 

157.  Lincolniensis  1,  noted  56  in  the  first  part  of 
Wetstein's  N.  T.  belongs  to  Lincoln  College  in  Oxford^ 
and  is  a  manuscript  of  the  four  Gospels,  written  in  1502. 

158.  Lincolniensis  2,  noted  39  in  the  second  part  of 
Wetstein's  N.  T.  in  the  third  33,  belongs  to  the  same 
College,  and  is  an  ancient  manuscript  of  the  Acts  and 
Epistles,  written  on  vellum.  The  readings  of  both  these 
Lincoln,  manuscripts  are  annexed  to  the  London  Polyglot, 
whence  they  were  taken  by  Mill  and  Wetstein*  But  in 
the  Polyglot  no  distinction  is  made  between  them»  both 
being  noted  Lin« 

La.  a  manuscript  quoted,  but  not  described  by  Mill, 
and  which  is  supposed  to  be  the  same  with  the  Canta- 
brigiensis  495.     See  above  N""  62. 

159.  Loescherianus,  a  manuscript  of  the  Revelation, 
referred  by  Mathai  to  the  fifteenth  century,  though 
otfiers  suppose  it  to  be  five  hundred  years  old,  belonged 
formerly  to  Loescher,  from  whose  library  it  came  into 
that  of  Count  Briihl,  and  lastly  into  the  Electoral  library 
In  Dresden,  whence  it  has  also  the  title  of  Dresdf  nsis. 
Stemler,  who  observed  its  frequent  coincidence  with  the 
Wolfenbiittel  manuscript,  described  above  N^  1 30,  col- 
lated the  8'^  9'^  10'^  and  1 1.'^  chapters,  and  I  have  in- 
serted hi^  extracts  in  the  Orient  Bib. Vol.  XVILN^268. 
Matthai  procured  extracts  firom  Dasdorf,  and  afterwards 
collated  the  whole  of  it  himself^  as  appears  from  his 

s  3  Apoca^ 
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Apocalypsis  Graeceet  Latine,  p.  213,  214*  dnd  annexed 
both  the  extracts  from  this  and  other  manuscripts  to  bis 
edition  of  the  Revelation,  p.  239 — 309. 

160.  Magdalenensis  1,  generally  written  Magd.  1^ 
noted  57  in  the  first  part  of  Wetstein's  N.  T,  in  the  se- 
cond 41,  in  the  third  35,  is  a  copy  of  the  Gospels,  Acts 
and  Epistles,  belonging  to  Ma^^alen  College  in  Oxford, 
and  in  the  time  of  Mill  was  supposed  to  be  seven  hun- 
dred years  old. 

The  Gospel  of  St.  Mark  is  defective  as  far  as  ch.  i.  1 1 . 
Hammond,  who  relates  that  he  had  twice  collated  it,  has 
sometimes  quoted  its  readings  in  his  Commentary  on  the 
New  Testament.  •  A  more  complete  collection  may  be 
seen  in  the  London  Polyglot  It  is  one  of  the  few  ma- 
nuscripts which  omit,  Luke  xi.  2 — 4.  the  interpolation 
fix>ni  St.  Matthew,  a  circumstance  which  redounds  to  its 
honour;  and  it  is  the  only  one  which,  in  conjunction 
with  the  Vulgate,  omits  /*aXAov,  1  Cor.  xiv.  1 8.  an  omis- 
sion which  entirely  alters  the  sense. 

161.  Magdalenensis  2,  or  Magd.  2,  noted  42  in  the 
second  part  of  Wetstein's  N.T%  belongs  to  the  same 
College,  and  contains  the  epistles  to  the  Romans  and 
Corinthians.  Extracts  from  it  were  first  printed  in  the 
London  Polyglot,  whence  they  were  taken  by  MiH  andl 
Wetstein. 

162.  San-Mag^oriamis,  noted  43  in  the  first  part  of 
Wetstein's  N.  T.  in  th6  second  not  quoted,  in  the  thini 
54,  contains  the  Gospels,  Episties,  and  Acts.  Amelotte 
and  Simon  have  used  this  manuscHpt,  the  former  of 
whom  refers  it  to  the  ninth  centuiy ;  %iit  the  latter,  who 
was  undoubtedly  a  much  belter  Judge,  places  it  in  the 
tu*elith  or  thirteenth  centurjf.  Wetstein  has  aedmitted  it 
into  his  catalogue,  because  he  has  sometimes  quoted  it 
from  the  accounts  given  by  the  above-imentiotied  critics ; 
but  it  has  never  been  properly  collated  *'*. 

163.  Marshi,  preserved  m  th^  Bodleian  Library,  and 
noted  Bodleianus  24  *'%  is  a  manuscript  of  the  four  Gos- 
pels, beginning  with  Matth.  vi.  1.  and  ending  with  John 
xvi.  25.  and  npt  free  from  other  chasms :  it  was  writtea 

4  in 
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in  tbe  thirtyr^iHJi  cen(i|ry.  Griesbpipb,  who  descrilies  it 
at  length  in  his  Symbols,  p.  ccii — cpxxiii.  has  collated 
aocunSely  the  following  part%  Math,  viii — xiy.  Mark 
i — iv.  ix.  X.  xvi.  Luke  i — iv,  39.  xi.  xiii.  35 — xjv.  20. 
xviiL  8 — 33.  John  1— iii.  v.  1 — 15.  viii.  1 — 26.  and  ia- 
serttd  the  readings  in  his  Grqek  Testament,  and  Sym- 
bolas.  It  is  «  reyooarkable  instance  oi  an  eclectic  manu- 
script It  corresponds  sometimes  so  exaptly  to  the  Rei^'^h- 
lioiapus,  as  to  coincide  even  in  the  errata,  and  must  there- 
fere  have  been  copied  eiithier  from  the  Ileuchlinianus,  or 
from  a  transcript  of  it ;  at  other  times  it  varies  from  it  in 
sio^e  reiidiQg9»  md  foUpws  the  QOjqEiiyion  text;  Ibut  even 
ia  tbese  eases  the  relation  is  still  disQsrnible.  There  ans 
ag^Q  otb^r  piaffes,  whence  ibe  tra99eriber  sf^ms  to  have 
b^en  in  d wbt  what  reading  be  should  prefer,  and  baa  Itft 
tbeoefone  a  vacadt  space. 

164.  Mazarini)  noted  103  in  this  first  part  of  Wet- 
stein's  N.  T.  a  n^aittiscript  800  years  old,  brought  from 
CoostaiHinople,  aud  formerly  in  the  possession  of  Cardi- 
nal Mazatin :  but  I  know  not  what  books  of  the  New 
Testament  it  contains,  Curcell^us  procurcjd  extracts 
from  Emertcus  Bigot,  wUieh  Wetatein  has  inserted  also 
in  his  edition. 

Meadi.  The  tbi;ee  foUowing  mwuscitipts,  which  for- 
merly belonged  to  the  celebrated  Dr.  Mead,  o\igbt  pti^ 
perly  to  be  refemed  to  jtfae  class  of  uncoUated  manuscripts; 
fin*  Wetstein  aays  of  the  first,  '  quevi  mi^i  bu^ftaissime 
in  MUiotbeca  sua  ostendit  Mead ; '  of  the  second,  '  qviod 
vidi  apud  Mead^'  without  making  mention  of  a  coUnitiaii 
.^fjtfaem;  and  of  thejthirdj  '  queoi. obiter. inspexi.'  But 
as  Wetstein  has  admitted  them  into  his  qatalpgue,  op 
acQoiifU  of  the  few  extracts  which  :he  b»s  givqn,  they  can- 
opt  jbe  excluded  from  the  Ust.  B\A  I  shall  not  nuoib^^r 
all  three,  because  he  has  quoted  more  than  4iue  und^r 
diffeiseot  names,  and  I  have  already  described  them. 

Meadi  1,  noted  109  in  the  first  p^rt  of  Wetstein  s 
N.  T.  cQutabs  the  four  Gospels.  It  came  irft^rwards 
into  the  iibrary.of  Dr.  Askew,  and  it  has  been  .described 
aboM?,  N*3»  under  th^ttiUe**'-. 

,     s  4  165.  Meadi 
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165.  Meadi  2,  noted  in  the  first  part  of  Wetstein's 
K.  T.  Evangelistarium  23. 

Meadi  3,  noted  22  in  the  third  part  of  Wetstein's 
N.  T.  a  manuscript  of  the  Acts  and  the  Epbtles.  Ac- 
cording to  Velthusen,  it  is  the  same  with  that  which 
Wetstein  calls  Codex  Antonii  Askew,  and  which  I  have 
described  above,  N*  3.  Wetstein  then  has  counted  the 
same  manuscript  twice,  a  mistake  which  may  be  easily 
committed  by  a  critic,  who  both  collates  himself,  and 
uses  the  collation  of  others :  I  will  quote  one  of  its 
readings^  as  being  remarkable ;  instead  of  the  usual,  but 
aukward  reading,  0  y«f  ^iXw  ^am»  ayarfty,  1  Pet  iii.  1  o. 
this  manuscript  alone  has  much  more  properly  •  yc$f 
^iXm  ^Mii»,  xa»  ctyairm  nfAc^af  iiuif  «y«0«r,  in  contbrmity 
to  Psalm  xxxiii.  13.  This  might  be  taken  for  a  modern 
correction  from  the  Septuagint,  were  it  not  found  in  the 
old  Syriac,  and  in  the  Arabic,  not  only  that  published 
•by  Erpenius,  which  was  made  from  the  Syriac,  but  in 
that  printed  in  the  Polyglot^  which  was  made  from  the 
Greek. 

166 — 175.  Medicaei.  Under  this  title  must  not  be 
expected  the  whole  treasure  of  manuscripts  of  the  N.  T. 
in  the  Medicean  library,  but  the  few  which  Wetstein  has 
noted,  and  which  he  has  sometimes  quoted  among  his 
various  readings. 

Medicseus  Pithoei,  noted  42  in  the  first  part  of  Wet- 
stein s  N.  T.  is  a  manuscript  of  the  four  Gospels ;  the 
readings  were  extracted  by  Petrus  Pithceus,  and  written 
in  the  margin  .of  Stephens's  edition  of  1550.  Wetstein 
procured  these  extracts,  and  inserted  them  in  his  edition 
of  the  Greek  Testament  ***. 

Medicsei,  noted  102  in  the  first  part  of  Wetstein's  N.  T. 
in  the  second  59,  in  the  third  56,  and  in  the  fourth  23. 
A  person,  whose  name  is  unknown,  made  extracts  fi^om 
a  Medicean  manuscript,  which  is  likewise  unknown,  and 
wrote  them  in  the  margin  of  Plantin's  edition  of  1591. 
These,  which  extend  only  from  Matth.  xxiv.  to  Mark 
viii.  1.  were  inserted  by  Wetstein  in  his  collection.  This 
account  is  given  by  Wetstein  in  the  firat  part,  but  in  the 

second 


SECT.  VI.      JUSS.  of  the  Greek  Testament  281 

second  he  adds,  that  this  same  anonymous  critic,  a  Dutch^ 
man  by  birth,  collected  readings  from  two  manuscripts 
for  the  epistles  to  the  Ephesians  and  Philippians,  irom 
one  manuscript  for  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles,  and  from 
four  Medicean  manuscripts  for  the  catliolic  epistles :  he 
collected  likewise  readings  for  the  three  first  chapters  of 
the  Revelation,  but  probably  only  from  one  manuscript* 
These  together  make  nine  manuscripts  ^'^ 
'  176.  Missyanus,  noted  44  in  the  first  part  of  Wet-- 
stem's  N.  T.  Cesar  de  Missy  procured  this  manuscript 
of  the  four  Gospels  from  mount  Athos,  and  collated  it 
with  Mill's  edition,  for  the  use  of  Wetstein  *'^ 

Missyanus  A  A,  or  1 635,  has  been  described  above, 
N""  1 33,  under  the  title  Goettingensis  2. 

1 77.  Missyanus  BB,  noted  in  the  catalogue  of  his  sale 
N*  1333,  and  there  entitled  Lecticmarium  ex  Actis  Apos- 
toiorum  et  Epistolis,  Codex  MS.  membranaceus  BB. 
Contulit  hunc  codicem  Rev.  Caesar  de  Missy,  sed  cdlatio 
^is  nondum  est  vulgata.  The  manuscript  itself  was 
purchased  by  Dr.  Hunter',  and  will  be  called,  perhaps, 
in  future,  Huntetianus.  Missy's  very  accurate  collation 
I  had  some  time  in  my  possession  :  it  was  my  intention 
to  have  printed  it,  but  I  could  find  no  bookseller  who 
was  willing  to  undertake  the  publication,  and  it  was 
too  voluminous  for  the  Orientalische  Bibliothek.  I  re- 
turned it  therefore  to  Missy's  heirs,  and  am  ignorant 
where  it  is  preserved  at  present ;  but  sacred  criticism  has 
sufiered  no  great  loss  through  the  neglect  of  publica*- 
tioD,  as  we  have  more  reason  to  complain  of  superfluity, 
than  of  scarcity,  of  extracts  fi'om  manuscripts  of  the 
Greek  Testament 

178.  Missyanus  CC,  in  the  catalogue  of  his  sale 
marked  N""  1634,  and  there  described,  Lectionarium  ex 
Evangelistb  et  Epistolis  Apostolorum,  MS.  membrana- 
oeos  CC,  scriptus  1 1 99.  Contulit  hunc  codicem  Csesar 
de  Missy,  sed  coUatio  nondum  est  typis  vulgata.  This 
was  likewise  purchased  by  Dr.  Hunter ;  but  where  the 
oration  itself  is,  I  know  not* 
*  Even  if  these  three  Lectionaria  had  not  been  collated, 

which 

f  See  the  Orient.  Bibl.  Vol.  X.  p.  194. 
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which  they  really  have  been,  it  would  have  been  neces* 
sary  to  introduce  and  number  them  in  this  catalogue, 
because  a  dispute  has  arisen  whether  one  of  them  bad 
not  the  ^Etmous  passage,  i  Joh&  v.  7.  The  occasion  of  this 
dispute  was  the  following :  Wetstein,  p.  721  of  the  second 
volume,  quotes  Lectionaria  tria  Missyana,  which  omit 
1  John  V.  7.  but  in  the  errata  it  is  corrected  to  Lectionaria 
duo :  hence  it  has  been  concluded  that  the  third  must 
contain  the  passage.  This  conclusion  is  false,  for  it  can- 
not be  said  that  ^  manuscript  either  has  it,  or  omits  it 
This  ^ill  best  appear  from  the  Bibliotheque  Britaaoique, 
T.  XI.  Mbis  de  Mai  et  de  Juin  1 753,  p.  73. 

As  I  have  frequent  occasion  to  mention  Cesar  de  Missy, 
not  only  on  account  of  Us  manuscripts,  but  likewise  on 
account  of  the  controversy  relative  to  the  Codex  Ravia* 
nus,  it  may  not  l)e  in^oper  to  give  a  short  account  of 
him,  as  his  life  has  never  been  described  in  any  bic^ra- 
phioti  dictionary  ^^^.  He  was  bom  at  fieriin,  June  3, 
1703,  of  parents  who  were  French  refugees ;  studied  at 
Francfiort  on  the  Oder,  and  was  ^eKanuDed  for  orders  at 
Berlin  in  1 725 ;  but  having  some  sefuples  relative  to 
4fae  subscription  to  a  book  of  articles,  probably  the 
Confessio  Sigismiindi,  the  subscription  to  which  was  at 
that  time  absolute,  though  at  present  modified  by  a 
quatenus,  he  left  liis  birth'^lace,  and  settled  in  the  Ne- 
therlands. He  went  afterwards  to  London,  where,  in 
1731,  he  became  Frendi  pneaeber  in  the  Savoyt  m 
n  767  French  chaplain  ait  St.  Jamese,  tand  died  August 
^Oi  1 775.  He  was  a  profoundly  learned  and  si^a^ous 
critic,  but  too  violent  and  satirical  in  .oootcoveray,  a 
quality  which  sometimes  carried  him  beyond  the  bounds 
which  his  ardent  love  of  tnutb  would  have  otbe;rwise 
prescribed  to  him ;  and  even  a  love  fqr  truth,  if  it  lie 
tarried  so  far  as  to  treat  wkh  injustice  what  is  dttiMd 
to  be  error,  defeats  its  own  end,  and  assumes  the  appear- 
ance of  that  which  it  attempts  to  expose.  I  once  de- 
signed  to  publish  his  life,  and  a 'critical  catalogue  of  his 
writings,  which  I  bad  some  tine  in  4ny  possession  ;  but  X 
.returned  them  to  the  proprietor;  as  no  booikaeller  would 
undertake  the  publication, 

179.  Mol* 
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179.  Molsbeimensis.  The  readings  of  this  tnanu- 
ficript  must  not  be  sought  in  the  large  collections  that 
have  hither  been  made,  because  it  was  not  known  till 
after  Wetstein's  publication.  It  contains  the  Gospels, 
Acts,  and  Epistles,  and  belonged  formerly  to  the  college 
of  Jesuits  at  Molsheim,  in  Alsace.  Oberlio  supposes  that 
It  was  brought  thither,  with  many  other  books,  from  the 
ancient  Carmelite  monastery  in  Strasburg.  In  the  year. 
2764,  the  Jesuits  being  obliged  to  abandon  their  college, 
bnHjght  it  to  the  abbey  of  Maursmiinster,  where  it  re- 
mained during  some  years  ;  but  the  suffrngan  bishop  of 
Strasburg  ordered  the  books  and  manuscripts  to  be  re- 
turned to  the  seminary  in  Molsheim,  where  this  manu- 
script is  preserved  at  present. 

The  Jesuit  Adam  Contzen  has  used  it  in  his  commen- 
taty  00  the  four  Gospels;  but  as  the  collectors  ofvarious 
rendings  ex{iected  not  to  find  critical  researches  in  this 
work,  they  have  left  his  extracts  wlxdly  unnoticed.  Fa- 
ther Goldhagen  has  taken  from  it  fifty-two  readings, 
which  he  printed  in  his  Greek  Testament*,  published  at 
Mayence  in  1753.  Bift  from  these  we  can  for|n  no 
judgment  of  tlie  manuscript  itself,  as  ^  editor  has  de- 
prived his  evidence  of  all  authority,  by  a  too  strenuous 
Mpport  of  the  Vulgate.  For  he  never  quotes  die  Codek 
A^lsbeimensis,  but  where  its  readings  coincide  with  the 
Latin  wraion :  if  therefore  we  abide  by  bis  extradB 
alone,  we  must  of  course  suspect  that  this  manuscript 
has  been  oorropted  from  the  Vulgate,  because  we  see  no 
example  of  a  deviation  from  ft.  But  we  may  conclude, 
fron  Goldhagen's  silence  on  many  passages,  that  h  ao- 
toally  does  deviate  from  the  Vulgate ;  and  there  can  be 
no  doubt  that  1  John  v.  7.  is  not  contained  in  it,  be- 
cau6e  the  editor  has  not  quoted  it  for  that  passage,  though 

he 

*  H  mtutn  hm^ii^  sive  Novum  D.  N.  I.  C.  testamentum  grxrum  cum 
variantibas  lectionibus,  qua?  demonstrant  Vulgatam  Latinam  ipsis  ^ 
Graecia  N.  T.  codif  ibus  bodieuum  extantibus  autbenticam.  Accedit 
md^x  epistolaium  et  evaogeliorum^  spicilegiuro  apologeticum,  et 
lejcidion  Graco-Latinum.  Cura  et  opera  P.  Hermanni  Goldbagen, 
Societatis  Jesu.  Editio  catbolica  novissima,  cum  permissa  supc- 
tiomm.    fke  the  Gottingcu  Review  for  1753,  N®  93. 
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he  has  produced  false  evidence  from  other  manuscripts 
in  favour  of  that  verse.  On  the  other  hand,  we  must 
conclude  that  it  reads  dfof,  1  Tim.  iii.  i6.  because  Gold- 
hagen  has  not  quoted  it  for  o,  the  reading  of  the  Vul- 
gate ^'^.  It  deserves  to  be  more  accurately  examined^ 
and  completely  collated. 

1 80.  Montfortianus,  called  also  Dublinensis,  probably 
tlic  same  which  Erasmus  entitled  Britannicus,  noted  61 
in  '  •;o  first  part  of  Wetstein's  N.  T.  in  the  second  40, 
ac'^  in  the  third  34,  contains  the  whole  New  Testament, 
b  l  IS  written  in  a  modern  hand,  and  is  probably  of  the 
si  Ktcenth  century.  The  leaves  are  a  thick  glazed  paper  ^'% 
% ''ich  Vcard  took  for  vellum,  and  in  consequence  as* 
cubed  to  this  nrianuscript  a  too  great  antiquity.  Another 
proof  that  has  been  alleged  of  its  antiquity  is,  that  it 
has  readings,  which  are  found  neither  in  the  G>mplutum 
edition,  nor  in  that  of  Erasmus :'  but  this  shews  only 
that  it  was  not  copied  from  one  of  those  editions,  not 
that  it  is  more  ancient  than  the  invention  of  printing. 
See  the  New  Orient.  Bibl.  Vol.  II.  p.  156—160  *"•.  Un- 
important as  this  manuscript  may  appear,  on  account  of 
its  modern  date,  it  deserves  a  circumstantial  description, 
as  it  is  one  of  those  two  manuscripts  which  alone  contaia 
the  celebrated  passage  of  the  three  that  bear  record  in 
heaven,  1  John  v.  7*  I  am  indeed  persuaded  that  this 
passage  is  neither  genuine,  nor  of  any  importance  in 
dogmatical  theology ;  but  since  it  is  a  subject  of  so  much 
controversy,  and  the  advocates  for  its  authenticity  appeal 
to  the  Montfortianus  in  support  of  their  doctrine,  the 
manuscript  itself  becomes  important  in  polemical  criti* 
cism.  Beside  ihe  common  works  in  which  the  manu- 
iM:ripts  of  the  Greek  Testament  are  described,  the  reader 
may  .consult  Bengel's  remarks,  1  John  v.  7.  ^  vi.  n.  vi. 
and  the  writers  which  he  has  quoted ;  also  Wetstein's 
note  to  this  passage,  and  my  Curs  in  Actus  Apostolo- 
rum  Syriacos,  §  xi.  p.  1 84,  1 85. 

Thetiame  of  this  manuscript  is  derived  from  a  former 
proprietor.  Mill  relates,  §  1379)  that  it  belonged  ori-* 
ginally  to  one  Froy,  a  Franciscan  friar,  then  to  Thomas 

Clement, 
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Clement,  afterwards  to  William  Chare,  and  lastly  to 
Thomas  Montfort  ^''.  Since  the  time  of  Usher,  it  has 
been  jM-eserved  in  the  library  of  Trinity  college  in  Dublin, 
where  it  is  noted  G.  97.  and  hence  it  is  sometimes  called 
Dublinensis.  As  Erasmus,  in  the  two  first  editions  of 
bis  Greek  Testament,  omitted  1  John  v.  7,  but  in  the 
later  editions  inserted  it,  because  he  had  found  it,  as  he 
relates,  in  a  codex  Britannicus ;  it  has  been  concluded, 
with  a  very  great  degree  of  probability,  that  the  Mont- 
fortianus  is  the  same  as  the  Britannicus  of  Erasmus, 
because,  though  every  manuscript  in  Great  Britain  has 
been  carefully  searched,  this  is  the  only  one  which  con- 
tains the  passage  in  question  ^^°. 

Though  no  critic  would  ascribe  a  high  antiquity  to 
the  Montfortianus,  yet,,  on  the  o&er  hand,  we  have  no 
reason  to  suspect  that  it  is  a  mere  transcript  from  the 
Complatensian  Polyglot ',  as  is  said  of  the  Codex  Ravi- 
anus,  which  I  shall  describe  in  the  sequel.  .  For  the  dif- 
ference is  strongly  marked  in  numerous  passages,  and 
even  the  text  in  question,  for  which  this  manuscript  is 
iamous,  is  not  the  same  as  in  that  Polyglot 

Mill  has  observed,  that  this  manuscript  has  a  very 
great  numbjer  of  readings,  which  are  peculiar  to  itself : 
he  has  counted  not  less  than  140;  and  though  this  num- 
ber bas  been  diminished,  since  n^re  manuscripts  have 
been  collated,'  yet  it  still  remains  considerable. 

Erasmus  describes  Ibe  Codex  Britannicus  as  a  latiniz- 
bg  manuscript:  Wetstein  entertains  the  same  senti* 
ments  with  respect  to  the  Montfortianus,  which  he  sup- 
ports by  seversii  examples,  though  they  afford  not  abso- 
lute conviction.     But  the  passage  in  question,  1  John 

v.  7. 

'  Dr.  Semler  has  another  suspicion  with  regsird  to  this  manuscript, 
namely,  that  the  editors  of  the  Complutensian  Polyglot  procured  it 
to  be  written,  in  order  to  serve  their  own  purpose,  because  Cardinal 
Ximeoes  was  inclined  in  favour  of  the  edition  of  Ercwmus.  See  his 
examination  of  the  New  Testament,  printed  at  Alcala,  p.  133.  But 
ibb  suspicion  is  not  supported  by  sufficient  authority,  and  it  may  be 
obaerved,  that  both  the  adversaries  and  the  advocates  of  1  John  t.  7. 
have  neglected  too  freqnently  the  mks  of  moderation  and  impar- 
tialtty  ?■• 


Mft 


286         MSSL  €f  the  Greek  Testmnent.     ch^p;  vm. 

V.  7.  without  inquiring  whether  it  be  genuine  or  not, 
affords  the  very  strongest  proof  of  Wetstein's  assertion ; 
for  in  the  Cod«  Mont,  it  not  only  differs  from  the  usual 
text|  but  is  written  in  such  Greek  as  manifestly  betrays 
a  translation  from  the  Latin.  1  will  transcribe  it  line 
for  line,  with  all  the  abbreviations,  as  it  is  given  by 
Travis  in  his  Letters  to  Gibbon,  p.  1 53. 

Ot7  TfiTf  iltrlv  o7  fAafnt 

x«r  ouToI  #7  TffK  iv  ii(ri 
R»r  r^il^  Miy  oi  (AocfTV 

Here  the  article  is  omitted  before  the  words  expressive 
of  Fatlier,  Son,  and-  Holy  Ghost,  because  there  is  no 
article  in  the  Latin,  and  it  occurred  not  to  the  translator 
that  the  usual  Greek  was  0  vatm^y  «  A»y«c,  r«  vvfvjMk  He 
'  has  also  w  r«  yw,  wl^h  is  false  Greek,  for  im  mc  ync,  be* 
cause  he  found  in  the  Latin,  in  terr4  ^*'.  He  has  like- 
wise omitted  xom  •!  r^ihq  ins  to  %y  u^ip  ^*\  which  is  wanting 
in  many  Latin  manuscripts  ^^^  because  the  Laleran 
council,  held  in  1215,  had  rejected  it  through  polemical 
motives. 

In  the  Curs  in  Actus  A|M>stolorum  Syiiacos,  §'xi. 
p.  1S4.  I  have  noted  three  passages  in  the  Gospel  oi 
St.  Mark,  which  perfectly  coincide  with  the  Syriac  vi- 
sion. What  I  have  there  observed,  I  will  add  in  a  note  ', 
because  a  knowledge  of  the  Montfort  manuscript  is  of 
some  consequence,  aad  the  Cusib,  which  contain  dry 
and  critical  researches,  are  not  in  the  hands  of  every 
reader.  The  text,  1  John  v.  7.  cannot  have  been  taken., 
from  the  Syriac,  for  it  is  wanting  in  that  version.  A 
remarkable  reading,  lyxosxidf,  Luke  xviii.  i.  is  found  in. 

the 

(  Solos  hk  cum  Syro  Mrfc.  iii.  23,  omittit  prius  vri.  atque  verau 
34  Ktotf^,  quod  el  Latino  codice  Vercellensi  abe»t«  Capitis  vi.  versa 
48,  cum  omaes  pe&e  codices  babeant  t^;^**  IIPO£  AITTOTS,  biaqu« 
duabus  vocibus  omissis,  Cantabrigieiisis  cum  VerceUeusi  et  Vinde* 
bonensi  latinis,  t^x^m  O  IHISOYZ,  solus  e  Graecis  MoatfortianuA 
titrai^fue  kctionera  copjuoxit,  i^x^tfi  HPQS  AYT0T7  O  iH£OT£> 
idemque  et  Syras  fecit,  atque  ex  Latiuis  codicibus  Brixiensis. 
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the  Ikfontfortianus  and  AlexandrinUs,  but  in  no  other* 
If  this  manuscript  is  the  same  aa  the  Britannicus,  the 
first  extracts  were  made  from  it  by  Erasmus,  but  more 
complete  extracts  were  given  in  the  London  Polyglot, 
though  these  extend  only  as  far  as  the  beginning  of  tlie 
epistle  to  the  Romans. 

i8i.  Mori  primuS)  or  M.  i^  noted  60,  in  the  first 
part  of  W^tstein's  N.  T.  in  the  fourth  1  o,  contains  the 
Gospels,  written  in  a  very  neat  hand,  in  the  year  1297, 
and  the  book  of  Revelation,  which  is  written  in  a  more 
modem  hand*  Luke  xv.  15.  it  is  tlie  only  one  of  the 
manuscripts  quoted  by  WetBtein,  that  has  tty^oy  in  the 
angular,  which  must  be  a  very  anciait  reading,  for  it  is 
found  in  both  Syriac  versions,  both  Arabic  versions,  all 
the  old  Latin  and  the  Vulgate :  it  was  also  discovered 
by  Matthai,*  in  the  Moscow  Codex  x^  The  manuscript 
in  question,  belonged  formerly  to  More,  bishop  of  Nor- 
wich, with  whoise  parmissioii  Mill  made  extracts  from  it : 
at  present  it  is  preserved,  as  well  as  the  following  manu« 
script,  in  the  University  library  at  Cambrid^,  to  which 
it  was  given  by  George  L  together  with  the  bishop's  whole 
library*^. 

182.  Mori  secundus,  or  M.  2,  an  evangdistarium, 
supposed  to  be  written  about  the  year  1000,  formeriy  in 
the  possession  of  Bishop  More,  but  at  present  hi  Cam- 
bridge. It  has  been  collated  by  Mill,  and  is  noted  by 
Wetstein  Evangelistarium  4**^. 

1 83.  Moscuensis,  noted  87  in  the  first  part  of  Wet- 
stein^s  N.T.  is  a  manuscript  of  the  four  Gospels,  pre-^ 
served  in  Moscow ;  but  the  latter  part,  from  John  vii. 
to  die  end,  is  written  in  a  more  modem  hand,  which 
was  finished,  however,  so  early  as  ^e  year  of  Christ 
)ooo,  and  the  more  ancient  part  is  referred,  by  Bengel, 
to  the  ei^th  century.  We  know  nothing  more  of  this 
manuscript  (ban  what  is  given  in  Bengelii  Introductio  in 
crisin  N.  T.  ^  7,  where  readings  are  given  vAnch  hnd 
been  extracted  by  Professor  Gross.  Wetstein  has  no^ 
ttng  more  than  what  he  borl-owed  from  Ben^ ;  but 
we  may  -expect  more  certcua  and  coQiplete  accounts  of  it 

in 
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in  the  prefaces  to  St.  Matthew  and  St  Mark's  GospelSt 
which  will  shortly  be  published  by  Matth'ai  ^^\ 

184.  Mosquenses  a  C.  F.  Matth'ai  excerpti.    While 
Matthai  was  Professor  in  Moscow,  he  found  in  that  city 
a  very  considerable  number  of  manuscripts  of  the  Greek 
Testament,  which  he  has  collated  with  great  accuracy, 
and  communicated  to  the  world  their  various  readings 
in  his  edition  of  the  New  Testament,  in  Greek. and 
Latin,  which  was  begun  in  1782,    and  which  I  shall 
describe  in  the  chapter  relating  to  the  editions  of  the 
Greek  Testament     Though  he  collated  above  twenty 
manuscripts,  yet,  as  his  publication  is  not  yet  finished, 
I  shall  include  them  all  under  a  single  number.  ^  In  bis. 
prefaces,    he  has  generally  given   somQ.  (}esqription  of 
them,  and  either  at  the  beginning  or  end .  of  each  vo« 
lume,  specimens  of  their  letters  in  copper-plate.    But 
I  shall  make  no  use  of  this  work  on  the  present  occa^ 
sion,  partly  because  it  is  hitherto  incomplete,  and  tho 
description  of  several  manuscripts  is  still  wanting ;  partiy 
because  the  plates  and  the  description  are  in  different 
volumes,  which  creates  confusion :    and  I  shall  be  the 
more  easily  excused,  as  we  may  hope  that  the  editor  him- 
self will  add,  at  the  end  of  his  publication,  a  regular ' 
catalogue  of  the  Moscow  manuscripts,  with  i*eference  both 
to  the  plates  and  the  descriptions  ^^'. 

Though  these  manuscripts  are  not  of  the  highest  an- 
tiquity, tiiey  are  far  from  being  modem,  since  many  of 
them  were  written  in  the  eleventh  century.  As  the  Rus- 
sian is  a  daughter  of  the  Greek  church,  it  of  course  fol- 
lows, that  they  very  frequenUy  contain  the  readings  of 
the  Byzantine  edition,  especially  as  they  were  written 
either  in  Constantinople  itself,  or  in  some  Greek  pro- 
vince :  and  we  have  equal  reason  to  expect  a  coinci- 
dence with  the  Slavonian  or  Russian  version,  and  the 
quotations  of  Chrysostom  and  Theophylact.  At  the 
same  time,  I  have  observed  many  readings  that  were 
usual,  not  only  in  the  West  of  Europe,  but  also  in  Egypt; 
and  several  remarkable,  though  dubious  readings,  have 
been   confirioed    bv    t;be    autbQpty  of  the  Moscoht 
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manuscripts.  Not  one  of  them  has  the  spurious  passage, 
1  John  V.  7.  If  I  were  in  possession  of  a  regular  and 
accurate  catalogue  of  them^  I  should  be  able  to  commu- 
nicate more  information,  as  I  find  it  difficult  to  collect, 
at  present,  the  detached  remarks  which  I  have  made  on 
different  papers. 

Since  high  antiquity  cannot  be  ascribed  to  these  ma- 
nuscripts, and  they  belong  to  an  edition,  in  which  diffi- 
cult passages  were  firequently  removed  by  critical  con- 
jecture, I  would  not  venture  to  apply  their  readings 
with  the  same  certainty  as  those  of  more  ancient  manu- 
scripts, whenever  the  question  relates  to  points,  that  are 
obscure  and  perplexed.     Our  editions    of  the   Greek 

Testament  have  xat  iraifr<aif  ret  isvfAX  avfOu,  Acts  xvi.  26. 
Now  this  appears  incredible,  for  if  the  bands  of  all  the 
prisoners  had  been  loosed,  setting  aside  the  improbability 
that  this  effect  should  have  been  produced  by  an  earth- 
quake, they  would  not  have  remained  quietly  in  prison, 
die  doors  being  opened,  as  we  cannot  suppose  that  they 
were  all  innocent,  like  Paul  and  Silas.  Here  the  two 
Moscow  manuscripts,  d  and  1,  have  xai  9r«yr»  ra  itfrfAa 
a»cS«,  which  may  be  applied  to  Paul  and  Silas  only.  But 
this  is  perhaps  only  a  modern  correction,  made  to  avoid 
a  difficult,  and  not  to  be  admitted  without  the  authority 
oi  a  more  ancient  evidence  ^^''. 

1 85.  Norimbergen^s,  an  Evangelistarium,  preserved 
in  the  city  library  at  Nuremberg,  supposed  to  be  700 
years  old,  and  whose  reading  are  said  to  have  a  great 
conformity  with  those  of  the  Cantabrigiensis,  Stephani  n, 
Sasileensis  y,  and  Leicestrensis.  A  description  of  it  is 
given  in  the  Altdorf  Literary  Museum  for  the  year  1778. 
Vol.  I.  part  4'\ 

1 86.  The  three  following  manuscripts  belong  to  New 
College^  in  Oxford ;  extracts  from  which  were  first  given 
in  the  London  Polyglot,  and  these  were  afterwards  re- 
irised  by  Mill.  Before  the  time  of  Wetstein,  and  even 
in  the  first  volume  of  his  edition,  we  find  very  confused 
accounts  of  them.  For  instance,  Alill  mentions  in  his 
index  only  twO;  Nt  i|  and  N.  2,  and  describes  these 
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two  only,  §  1388  and  1389,  yet  be  writes,  §  1423^  in 
coUegio  novo  tres  codices,  evangelia  recentis  scriptural. 
Actus  Apostolki  et  epistolce  catholicae  manus  vetusti* 
oris;  itemque  acta  et  epistolae  Paulinae  et  catholicse. 
His  Codex,  N.  1,  must,  according  to  bis  description^ 
contain  only  the  Gospels,  yet  be  frequently  quotes  it  ia 
the  Acts  of  the  Apostle&  It  appears  tben  tbat  he  has 
comoiitted  several  niistakes  of  memory  ^^\  Wetstsia^: 
in  bis  second  volume,  p.  453,  gives  a  more  clear  account 
of  them,  by  ivhicb  I  shall  abide,  as  be  probably  paid 
all  possible  attention  to  a  subject,  in  which  be  attempt* 
ed  to  correct  not  only  the  faults  of  bis  predecessors, 
but  his  own.  He  saw  these  manuscripts  in  1715,  but 
it  does  not  appear  that  he  deemed  them  ^worthy  of  a 
collation. 

This  manuscript,  noted  58  in  the  first  part  of  Wet- 
stein's  N.T.,  in  the  London  Polyglot,  and  the  editbns 
of  Fell  and  Mill,  N.  i,  or  Nov.  1,  is  a  very,  modern  ma- 
nuscript of  the  four  Gospels,  written  since  the  invention 
of  printing,  and  seems  to  be  related  to  the  Montfbrtianus 
and  Lincolniensis,  which  are  likewise  modem. 

1^7.  N.  1,  as  noted  in  the  London  Polyglot,  in  Mill, 
Nov.  2,  or  N.  2,  and  43  in  the  second  part  of  Wetstein's 
N.  T.,  contains  the  Acts  of  the  Aposdes.  and  the  Epis- 
tles of  St.  Paul  ^'^.  It  has  a  reading  which  is  very  re* 
markable,  whether  it  be  genuine  or  spuriovs,  Heb.  vi.  2. 
MATTT^vfAau  hod^x^g.  If  it  be  spurious^  it  is  at  least  an 
ingenious  conjecture.  A  similar  correction,  or  scholioR, 
i3  undoubtedly  f«t.&u/[Ai»v  for  iia^^itn^  £pbg&  ii.  3.  'wlrich 
k  found  in  no  other  manuscript.  These  exapiples"  are  a 
proof  of  the  ingenuity  of  the  copyist,  but  they  are  no  re-* 
commendation  of  the  readings  of  this  manuscript  con^ 
sidered  as  evidence. 

1&8.  N.  2,  as  noted  in  the  Polyglot  and  Mill's  Index, 
but  ia  Mill's  Various  Readings,  noted  N.  1,  and  36  in 
the  third  part  of  Wetstein  &  N«T.,  contains  the  Acts  of  the 
Apostles,  and' the  catholic  epistles 

The  extracts  from  these  three  manuscripts  are  proba-- 
bly  as  con&ised  as  the  descriptiiQn  that  has  been  given 

or 


SECT.  VI.        MSS.  of  the  Greek  Testament.  ig  i 

of  them,  and  it  were  to*  ht  wished  t^at  (hey  were  collated 


anew  "*. 


189.  Parrhasii,  noted  108  in  the  first  part  of  Wet- 
stein's  N.  T.,  is  a  manoscript  of  the  Gospels,  of  which 
MoDtlaucon  in  his  Diarium  Italicum,  p.  3[08,  and 
Trechow  in  his  Tentamen,  p.  ^2,  have  given  an  ac- 
eonnt.  It  has  received  this  name  from  its  former  pro- 
prietor, Aulus  Janns  Pariliasius,  who  died  in  1533,  and 
left  it  to  Antonius  Seripandus,  the  father  of  Cardinal 
Hieronymas  Seripandus :  afterwards  it  came  into  the 
library  belonging  to  the  niona^tery  of  Johannes  de  Car- 
bonaria,  in  Naples,  whence  it  was  sent  as  a  present  to  the 
Emperor  Charles  VI.  and  is  now  ih  the  Imperial  library 
at  Vienna,  where  it  is  called  Neapolitanus  1 ,  or  Auctarit 
bibliothecae  Vindobonensis  1 .  I  know  not  why  Wetstein 
has  given  it  a  plat<e  in  his  cat^ogue,  as  he  has  quoted  no 
^xtk^cts  from  it^  but  I  cannot  rejedt  it  from  the  present 
list,  as  it  is  found  in  Wetstein's  Prolegbiriena.  Treschow 
has  made  extracts  from  the  Gospel  of  St.  Matthew,  from 
which  it  appears  that  this  matitiscrlpt  harmonizes  with  the 
Latin  version  **♦. 

1 90.  Dominici'  Passionei,  N"*  Ixxiil  ndted  G  in  the 
third  part  of  Wetstein's  N.  T.,  coritains  the  Acts  of  the 
Apostles,  be^nning  with  tih.  viii.  1  o.  the  catholic  epistles, 
aad  those  of  St.  Paul,  a^  fiir  as  Heb.  xiii.  io.  Mont- 
fikocdn  reftfrs  it  to  the  ninth,  BlanchiAi  to  the  eighth,  or 
even  to  the  seventh  century.  The  last  mentioned  critic 
ba^  ^ven  several  readitigs  frofn  it,  which  Wetsein  has  in- 
sert^ in  his  collection  ^''« 

191.  Per.  or  Perronianus*'*,  noted'91  in  the  first  part 
of  Wetstein's  N.T.,  is  a  manuscript  of  the  four  Gospels, 
which  Mdntfaucon  supposed  to  have  been  written  in  the 
tedfh  caitury.  He  communicated  the  extracts  which 
wer^  inserted  by  Mill. 

192.  Pet.  1,  or  Petatfianus  primus,  noted  44  in  the 
seccmd  part  of  Wetstein's  N.T.,  in  the  third  38,  con- 
ta!M  the'  Actt  (rf  the  Apostles  and  the'  Epistles.  Wet- 
atein  plades  it  in  the  thirteenth  century;  but  Mil!, 
whose  judgment'  on  this  subject  is  not  equal  to  that 
of  Wetsteidy*   ntekes  it   two  or    three  centuries  more 

T  2  ancient. 
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ancient.  It  belonged  formerly  to  Paulus  Petavius^'% 
from  whose  heirs  it  was  purchased  by  Queen  Chris- 
tina,  and  presented  to  Isaac  Vossiusi  whence  it  came 
with  the  rest  of  his  manuscripts  into  the  University 
library  at  Leyden,  where  it  is  poted  77.  It  was  6rst 
collated,  together  with  the  two  following  manuscripts, 
by  Claude  Sarrau,  whose  extracts  were  inserted  in  Fell's 
edition.  But  this  editor  was  in  possession  of  more  com- 
plete extracts  than  those  which  were  printed  in  his  New 
Testament ;  these  more  complete  extracts  were  used  by 
Mill,  who  collated  also  the  manuscript  from  Acts  x.  20. 
to  the  end  of  the  epistles.  Wetstein  procured  another 
copy  of  Sarrau's  extracts,  and  made  himself  a  new  coUa* 
Uon  in  April  1731. 

193.  Pet.  2,  or  Petavianus  seciindusy  noted  45  in  the 
second  part  of  Wetstein's  N.T.,  in  the  third  39,  in  the 
fourth  11,  contains  the  Acts,  Epistles,  and  Revelation: 
but  it  has  the  following  chasms,  1  Cor.  iii.  1 6 — x.  1 3. 
the  whole  epistle  of  St.  James,  except  the  four  last  verses, 
3  John  9  to  the  end,  and  the  epistle  of  St.  Jude.  Sarrau's 
extracts  from  this  and  the  following  manuscript,  were; 
used  in  the  editions  of  Fell;  MiU^  and  Wetstein,  in  the 
manner  above  described. 

194.  Pet.  3,  noted  46  in  the  second  part  of  Wet- 
stein's N.  T.,  in  the  third  40,  in  the  fourth  12,  is  like- 
wise a  manuscript  of  the  Acts,  Epistles,  and  Revelation. 
It  was  purchased  by  Queen  Christina,  and  after  her  death 
it  canie  with  the  rest  of  her  books  into  the  Vatican  libraryt 
Wetstein  contends  that  this  is  the  same  manuscript  as 
that  which  was  frequratly  quoted  by  Johannes  Gagpaeas, 
and  which  was  kept  in  his  time  at  St.  Denys ;  and  that 
Beagel  therefore  was  guilty  of  a  mistake,  in  quoting 
the  retavianus  3,  and  the  .Dionysianus  Gagnasi,  as  two 
different  manuscripts.  One  of  the  most  striking  in- 
stances of  a  scholion  obtruded  on  the  text,  is  found 
Acts  i.  12.  where  this  manuscript,  as  aa  explanation 

of  r«6C«Tit  oi99,  inserts  r»a'iir«v  oy  to  hmfn/fkaj  otw  ^y»roa» 

lui»io¥  wi(iireiruif  t¥  cttiiarwy  but  I  am  ignorant  whether 
the  words,  of  which  these  are  an  explanation,  are  omitted, 
or  not*'^  1  Cor.  xi.  25.  oroxK  «»  vivnn  is  left  out  icx 
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this  manuscript,  an  omission  observabTe  in  no  other  than 
the  suspected  Leicestrensis.  It  is  the  only  one  which 
om\ts  Tfayuvj  Heb.  ix.  19.  a  word  which  has  occasioned 
considerable  difficulty  to  the  commentators,  because 
Moses  makes  no  allusion  to  goats ;  but  the  omission  is 
ratified  by  the  authority  of  the  Syriac  and  the  Arabic.  In 
the  Curse  in  Actus  Apostolorum,  Syriacos  ^  xi.  I  have 
taken  notice  of  several  other  examples  where  it  coincides 
with  the  Syriac  in  remarkable  readings.  The  singular 
reading  to  votgobTrrfaiActy  Rom.  v.  18.  is  peculiar  to  the 
Petavianus  3,  the  Augiensis,  and  the  Boernerianus.  It 
is  one  of  the  few  that  have  syxaxufAtv,  2  Cor.  iv.  1.  whiph 
I  noticed  at  the  end  of  the  H*"*  section  of  the  4'*  chapter. 
It  omits  the  suspicious  passage  /um^fv  reisrov  tti^kv  avth^, 
u  fin.  Acts  xxi.  25.  in  conjunction  with  two  manuscripts 
only,  but  the  omission  is  supported  by  the  authority  of 
the  Syriac,  Vulgate,  Coptic,  and  Ethiopic.  In  short,  it 
barmoBizcs  wit^  evidence  of  great  authority  and  anti- 
quity, though  it  is  not  wholly  free  from  blemishes. 

195.  Ravii,  or  Berolinensis,  noted  iiQ  in  the  first 
part  of  Wetstein's  N.  T. ,  but  not  numbered  in  the 
following  parts,  is  a  manuscript  of  the  whole  New 
Testament  It  belonged  in  the  last  century  to  Professor 
Rave  of  Upsal,  who  said  that  he  brought  it  with  him 
from  the  East,  and  that  he  gave  for  it  200  rix-dollars. 
From  the  hands  of  Rave  it  came,  I  know  not  by  what 
means,  into  the  Electoral  library  in  Berlin.  Saubertus 
speaks  of  it  in  the  year  1672,  as  follows  :  Manuscriptum 
Nov.  Test,  pervetustum  -membranaceum,  literis  unci^ 
alibus  exaratum,  quod  200  imperialibus  emtum  ex  Ori- 
eute  attulit,  et  uti  fama  fert,  Serenissimi  Electoris  Bran- 
denburgici  illustri  bibtiothecse  consecravit  Johannes  Ra- 
vius.  This  is  probably  an  erratum  for  Christianud  Ravius; 
though  it  is  written  in  this  manner  not  only  by  Saubert, 
but,  as  I  was  informed  by  Pappelbaum,  in  a  letter,  dated 
Jan.  21 , 1 787,  in  the  subscription  of  the  manuscript  itself, 
coQsecravit  Johannes  Ravius  Prof.  Ups. '    Whether  by 

consecravit 

*  John  Rave  was  never  Professor  in  Upsal,  but  Cbristian  Have*  S«c 
Jocfaer's  Dictionary  of  learned  men. 
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consecravit  is  to  be  uoderstoodi  that  be  30)d  it  for  200 
dollars,  as  Dr.  Seniler  supppses,  or  ji^ye  it  a9  a  present 
to  the  generous  and  pioiis  EJejctor,  in  the  hope  of  being 
more  amply  regarded,  is  a  question  which  I  will  cot 
examine  at  present.  Saubert  collated  this  manuscript  in 
the  Gospel  of  St.  Matthew,  and  printed  the  extracts  in 
bis  Varioe  lectipne^  textu9  Grsci  Eyangielii  S.  Matthaei. 
Helmstadii,  1672.  Mill  attempted  in  vain  to  procure 
this  book  \  we  must  therefore  not  expect  to  find  in  his 
edition,  the  readings  of  the  Codex  Ravianus.  Wetstein 
has  generally  thought  them  unworthy  of  notice,  as  he 
considered  the  whole  manuscript  as  a  gross  imposture  : 
but  in  Bengelii  Apparatus  Cridcus,  we  find  those 
which  Bengel  selected  as  worthy  of  notice;  it  hieing 
well  known,  that  it  was  the  practice  of  this  critic  to  in* 
sert  those  readings  only,  which  appeared  to  him  of  the 
most  importance. 

This  manuscript,  whether  it  be  entitled  to  respect  or 
to  contempt,  is  yet  of  some  consequence  in  critical  and 
dogmatical  theology,  because  it  is  the  second  of  the  two 
manuscripts  which  have  1  John  v.  7.  And  whether  it 
be  genuine  or  spurious,  yet  after  the  serious  controversy 
which  has  been  conducted  relative  to  that  text,  it 
deserves  a  more  impartial  examination  than  has  been 
hitherto  bestowed  on  it,  because  it  contains  one  half  of 
the  sum  total  of  the  evidence  in  favour  of  that  passage. 
A  fac  simile  of  its  characters,  representing  i  John  v.  7. 
may  be  seen  in  the  copper-plate  prefixed  to  Goeze's 
Defence  of  the  Compluteo&ian  Bible,  Hamburgh  1766, 
and  another  representing  Matth.  ii.  1 .  in  the  thh-d  plate 
of  Treschow's  Tentamen.  They  are  not  uncial  letters, 
but  nearly  though  not  exactly  the  same  with  those  of  the 
Complutensian  Bible  ^''. 

Saubert  entitles  it*  Manuscriptum  pervetustum,  9 
name  which  is  likewise  given  it  by  most  of  the  advqcatea 
for  the  passage  above-mentioned;  some  ascribing  to  it 
an  antiquity  of  500  years,  others  going  so  far  as  to 
make  it  a  1000  years  old.  But  the  very  learned  and 
fugacious  La  Croze,  who  being  Librarian  in  Berlin,  h|id 

^  See  §  1405  of  his  Prolegomena. 
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tins  fnatiuecript  frequently  in  his  hands,  and  was  able  to 
examine  the  subject  with  the  utmost  precision,  maintaias 
that  it  b  the  work  of  an  impostor,  written  long  after 
the  invention  of  printing,  even  so  late  as  the  seventeenth 
century,  and  copied  from  the  Complutensian  Bible,    iie 
relates,  that  even  the  errors  of  the  press  are  copied  in 
the  manuscript,  and  that  the  imposition  betrays  itself  by 
the  chalk,  which  is  still  visible  on  the  parchment,  and  thSs 
pale  ink*^,  which  was  purposely  chosen  to  give  it  an  air 
of  antiquity.    This  was  written  by  a  man  who  was  no 
enemy  to  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity ;  he  expresses  him* 
sdf  in  the  same  manner  in  his ,  letters  to  Bengel  and 
Wetstein,  to  which  these  critics  appeal ;  likewise  in  his 
letter  to  Acbard,  which  is  the  first  in  the  collection,  en- 
titled Thesaurus  epistolkus  La  Croziauus;  also  in  his 
letter  to  Emlyo,  which  is  printed  in  Semler's  collection 
of  Criticisms,  relative  to  passages  in  Scripture  alleged  in 
proof  of  doctrines,  Parti,  p.  312*^;  and  lastly,  in  a 
letter  to  a  friend  of  David  Martin,  which  letter  Martin 
printed.    Mardn,  thou^  by  no  means  a  profound  cri- 
tic, advanced  arguments  in  favour  of  this  manuscript  in 
his  Verki  du  Texte,  1  Jean  v.  7.  which  deserves  exami^ 
nation.     Missy  answered  them  in  the  Journal  Britan- 
niqne  1753,    Mai  et  Juin,   and  Semler  likewise  con- 
deamed  this  manuscript  in  his  Collection  of  criticisms, 
puhiiabed  in   1764;  but  Goeze   supported  it   in  his 
Defence  of  the  Complutensian  Bible.  The  history  of  this 
controversy  I  related  more  at  large  in  the  third  edition 
of  this  Introduction,  where  I  mentioned  the  arguments 
advanced  on  both  sides  of  tiie  question,  but  I  omit 
them  at  present,  not  only  because  they  take  up  too 
much  room,  but  because  the  question  in  now  decided  ^'* 
It  cannot  be  denied,  that  La  Croze  and  de  Missy  intro** 
duced  so  much  satire  and  ridicule  in  their  replies  td 
Martin,  that  they  ditmnished  the  confidence  which  the 
poUk  would  otiierwise  have  placed  in    their    assert 
tions ;  and  thou^  ihey  contended  that  th^  errata  of  the 

Complu"- 

*  Atramentom  pflllidam  de  indufitria  adbibitam,  at  ninnnim  antt* 
feli€i«B  iM&tirstur.    Th»s«  epitt«  tooh  111,  p.  2. 
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•  Complotensian  Bible  were  copied  in  this  manuscript, 
they  produced  no  examples  in  proof;  we  had  therefore 
very  insufficient  documents  for  a  decision  on  this  sub- 
ject, the  only  extracts,  which  had  been  given,  being 
those  of  Saubert  from  the  Gospel  of  St.  Matthew,  and 
even  in  these  we  could  place  no  perfect  confidence.  In 
the  third  edition,  therefore,  I  expressed  my  doubts  on 
this  manuscript,  but  added,  '  there  is  a  mode  of  deter- 
mining, from  the  very  characters  of  the  manuscript, 
whether  it  be  genuine  or  not,  a  mode  on  which  no  man 
has  thought,  in  consequence  of  the  warmth  which  botli 
parties  have  displayed,  in  relation  to  the  controverted 
passage,  1  John  v.  7.  Namely,  it  is  necessary  to  exa- 
mine, whether  the  characters  are  uniformly  the  same 
throughout,  or  whether  they  are  stiff  in  the  beginning, 
and  more  current  toward  the  end.  In  the  latter  case, 
we  may  conclude  that  a  modem  impostor  attempted  to 
imitate  the  types  of  the  Complutum  edition.' 

This  examination  has  been  made  by  Pappelbaum, 
and  his  Inquiry  into  the  Codex  Ravianus^^S  published 
at  Berlin  in  17U5,  has  put  an  end  to  the  controversy,  by 
proving  beyond  a  doubt,  that  the  whole  is  an  imposture, 
and  that  the  manuscript  is  a  mere  copy  of  the  Complu- 
tensian  Bible.  lie  has  ^carefully  collated  several  books 
of  the  New  Testament,  and  produced  many  examples 
where  they  coincide,  even  in  the  utmost  minutiae  of 
the  errors  of  the  press  ^^K  He  relates  also,  that  the 
hand  is  not  uniformly  the  same  throughout;  that  in 
the  beginning  of  the  manuscript,  the  resemblance  of 
its  letters  to  those  of  the  Complutum  Bible  is  greater, 
than  towards  the  end,  where  the  copyist  appears  to 
have  written  in  greater  haste;  that  in  the  first  part 
they  not  only  are  stiff  and  formal,  but  likewise  smaller, 
80  that  the  number  of  lines  in  each  page,  which  at  the 
commencement  amounted  to  twenty-four,  is  reduced 
towards  the  close  even  to  twenty-one.  Pappelbaum 
has  observed  at  the  same  time,  that  a  very  striking 
difference  is  sometimes  visible  between  the  two  texts; 
but  these  deviations  arose  not  from  accident,  but 
from  design,  aud  were  made  with  a  view  of  concealing 

the 
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the  imposture,  for  they  are  not  to  be  discovered  in  scat* 
tered  passages  throughout  the  whole  work,  but  only  in 
some  few  single  places,  where  error  is  heaped  on  error, 
as  Rev.  vi.  7,  8.  for  instance,  in  which  two  verses  alone 
are  not  less  than  six  various  readings.  Griesbach  has 
treated  of  tliis  manuscript  in  his  Symbols,  p.  clxzx — 
cxcii.  vrhere  he  observes  that  the  impostor  has  taken 
almost  all  his  various  readings  from  the  margin  of  Ste- 
phens's edition,  with  exception  to  thirteen,  which  are 
evident  errata. 

More  may  be  seen  on  this  subject  in  the  New  Orient. 
Bibl.  Vol.  I.  p.  1 — 20.  where  I  have  reviewed  Pappel- 
baum's  work.  It  is  true  that  this  manuscript  has  found 
a  new  advocate  in  Mr.  Travis,  in  his  Letters  to  Gibbon, 
published  in  1785,  but  he  is  a  most  partial  advocate, 
having  never  seen  the  manuscript  itself,  and  having  no 
further  knowledge  of  the  subject,  than  the  intelligence, 
which  be  received  from  Berlin,  of  which  he  printed  only 
so  much  as  best  suited  his'  own  purpose.  See  the  New 
Orient.  Bibl.  Vol.  II.  p.  152—156. 

Enough,  and  more  than  enough,  has  been  here  said 
of  a  manuscript,  that  is  a  mere  imposture  ^  Let  it  be 
considered  in  future  as  having  no  critical  existence,  and 
never  quoted  in  support  of  1  John  v.  7. 

196 — 220.*  The  following  manuscripts  are  entitled 
Codices  Regii,  agreeably  to  the  usage  of  the  French  Ian- 

?iage,  because  they  are  preserved  in  the  royal  library  in 
aHs,  whence  they  are  sometimes  called  Parisienses. 
'Many'  of  them  were  used  by  Stephens,  in  his  edition  o^ 
the  New  Testament,  and  these  are  quoted  under  the 
titles  Sthephani  ^,  Stephani  i|3,  &c.  Of  these  I  shall  take 
no  notice  in  the  description  of  the  Codices  Stephanici, 
because  I  include  them  here  under  the  Codices  Regii. 
These  latter,  that  the  reader  may  more  easily  find  them 
in  other  works,  I  will  arrange  according  to  the  numbers, 
by  which  they  were  noted  in  the  royal  library  in  the  time 
of  Wetstein,  and  by  which  he  himself  has  noted  them. 
But  Wetstein,  though  he  has  himsetf  examined  them, 
has  in  some  cases  simply  followed  Le  Long,  as  he 

acknowledges 
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acknowlec^^  p.  40.  of  the  first  edition  of  his  Prolego- 
meoa»  published  in  1 730.  At  present,  they  are  noted 
in  the  royal  library  by  different  numbers,  which  I  %viU 
likewise  add,  as  they  were  communicated  to  me  by  Mr. 
Fkiadier,  a  Norw^an,  and  formerly  one  of  my  pupils, 
to  whom  I  am  indebted  for  a  more  accurate  description 
of  these  manuscripts  \  He  commenced  his  literary  tra-^ 
vels,  of  which  the  libraries  in  Paris  were  a  principal 
object,  at  the  very  time  when  I  was  engaged  in  the  publi- 
cation of  the  second  edition  of  this  Introduction.  I  sent 
him  therefore  the  first  sheets  that  were  printed  off,  with 
a  proposal  of  many  questions  relatife  to  the  Codices 
Regii ;  his  answers  I  could  communicate  at  that  time 
only  in  the  preface,  but  they  are  here  arranged  under  each 
separate  article. 

196.  Regius  1869%  noted  19  in  the  first  part  of 
Wetstein's  N.  T.,  contains,  according  to  Wetstein,  the 
four  Gospels.  He  appeals  to  Simon,  who  examined  this 
manuscript,  for  the  story  of  the  adultress  in  the  ei^th 
chapter  of  St.  John:  but  this  is  related  by  Simon^  in 
the  thirteenth  chapter  of  his  Histoire  critique  du  Texte 
du  Nouveau  Testament,  from  which  it  appears  that  the 
manuscript  is  a  catena  patrum  on  the  four  Gospels  ^\ 
No  further  extracts  have  been  made  fi'om  it,  wherefore 
it  is  no  otherwise  entitled  to  a  place  in  this  catalogue, 

than 

'  The  foUowing  is  an  extract  of  his  letter,  dated  Dec.  ]G'\  1764. 
*  The  manuscripts  are  arranged  not  according  to  the  ancient  num- 
bers, but  according  to  those  which  are  given  them  iu  the  printed 
catalogue :  but  there  is  in  the  library  a  written  catalogue,  in  which 
tiie  new  uumben  have  been  added.  There  is  00  manu8cri|rt,  ia 
which  we  find  not  two  or  more  ancient  aambers,  according  to  tte 
different  arrangements,  which  have  taken  place  at  different  times* 
This  is  the  reason  that  several  manuscripts  have  the  same  ntimber, 
which  subsequent  librarians  have  endeavoured  to  distinguish,  by  the 
addition  of  the  cyphers  i»  9. 3,  &c.  instead  of  denoting  them  by  a 
totally  new  number.  The  same  number  has  been  likewise  given  to 
several  of  these  manuscripts,  through  the  forsetfulness  of  the  person 
who  ooted  them :  these  again  are  distinguished  by  the  addition  of 
the  cyphers  1.  ^,hc/ 

'^  This  is  the  only  ancient  number,  which  Fleischer  was  unable  t# 
ind ;  I  know  not  therefore  by  what  number  it  is  at  present  noted. 
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than  as  Wet^teia  has  taken  tt  into  Us  own,  and  denoMd 
it  by  a  Dumb^.  The  same  may  be  said  of  many  other 
CoduGes  Regiiy  which  Wetstein  has  admitted  bto  his 
catalogue  for  do  other  reason,  than  because  l^mon  has 
quoted  them  for  John  viii.  But  he  would  have  acted 
more  properly,  if  he  had  not  numbered  those  which  he 
()uotes  in  only  a  single  instance,  and  he  would  have  been 
die  more  justifiable,  as  he  has  not  numbered  in  his  Pro** 
legomena  the  Codices  Regii  1884  and  2863,  though  he 
b^  quoted  them  on  the  same  occasion,  p.  148  ^  I 
sbidl  say  nothing  more  then ,  of  such  manuscripts,  than 
that  Simon  quotes  them  for  John  viii*  from  which  it  is 
to  be  understood,  that  they  have  been  no  further 
exammed. 

197.  Regius  1881,  at  present  54,  noted  16  in  the  fint 
part  of  Wetstein's  N.  T.,  a  Greek-Latin  *  manuscript  of 
Ihe  four  Gospels,  written  in  the  fourteenth  century.  Its 
Latin  text  is  the  Vulgate.  Wetstein  collated  it  in  1715. 

1 98.  Regius  1 883,  noted  20  in  the  first  part  of  Wet- 
stein s  N.  T.,  contains  the  four  Gospeb,  with  a  catena 
patrum,  which  Simon  quotes  John  viii.  It  is  noted  at 
present  1 88  *^, 

'^99'  R^ius  1886,  at  present  219,  noted  16  in  the 
second  part  of  Wetstein's  N.  T.,  in  the  third  12,  in  the 
fourth  4,  contains  the  Acts,  Epistles,  and  Revelation  *^. 
The  epistle  to  the  Hebrews  is  placed  between  the  epistle 
to  the  Thessalonians  and  that  to  Timothy.  Some  critics 
have  referred  this  manuscript  to  the  tenth  century,  but 
Wetstein,  who  collated  it  in  1715^  supposes  it  to  be 
more  modern* 

200.  Regius  2241,  noted  18  in  the  first  part  of  Wet* 
stein's  N.  T.  Wetstein  describes  it  as  a  quatuor  Evan- 
gelia  continens,  and  he  says  it  is  one  qf  those  which 
Simon  quotes  John  viii*     But  neither  in  the  thirteenth 

chapter 

■  Fleisher  relates  that  there  are  many  chasms  in  the  Latin  version, 
kg  iastaace  Mark  xi.  14.  The  whole  Gospel  of  Si.  Luke  is  wanting, 
tMtepi  Ihtf  three  first  verses,  and  ch.  v.  ai,  aa,  ^$.  In  the  Go^  of 
Sl  Joha  it  §9es  no  further  than  ch.  xii.  17.  The  Greek  text  is  likewiH 
dcfecftiT«,  ima  Mark  vn.  14.  to  the  end  of  that  Gospel**'. 
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chapter  of  Simon,  nor  among  Wetstein^s  various  read- 
ings to  John  viii.  have  I  been  able  to  discover  a  Codex 
Regius  with  this  number,  nor  is  it  mentioned  by  Le 
Long*  Perhaps  it  is  a  mistake  for  2441,  which  Le  Long 
p.  1 80.  describes  ^'^  as  containing  the  Gospel  of  St  John, 
with  a  catena  patrum  *. 

201.  Regius  2242,  at  present  49,  StepHani  Codex  ^, 
noted  8  in  the  second  part  '  of  Wetstein's  N.  T.,  con- 
tains the  whole  of  the  New  Testament,  except  the  Re- 
velation. Wetstein  remarks,  that  Stephens  could  not 
have  collated  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles,  as  he  has  never 
quoted  in  that  book  his  Codex  ^. 

I  shall  spare  my  readers  probably  some  trouble,  by 
taking  notice  of  a  mistake,  which  has  exposed  me  to 
much  difficulty  and  doubt  relative  to  this  manuscript, 
of  which  I  am  unable  however  to  give  a  complete  solu- 
tion. I  had  formerly  described  it  as  one  manuscript, 
relying  on  the  authority  of  Mill  and  Le  Long,  from 
whom  Wetstein  has  generally  taken  the  numbers,  by 
which  the  Codices  Regii  are  noted  in  the  royal  library. 
Le  Long  says,  in  his  Bibliotheca  sacra***,  Tom.  I, 
p.  178.  Quatuor  Evangelia,  epistolse  Pauli,  etcanonics^, 
Grsece  :  codex  membranaceus^  quo  usus  est  Stephanus, 

quemque 


•  The  following  is  the  answer  which  Fleischtr  gave  to  nay  Query. 
*  Codex  2241  is  noted  at  present  47.  At  the  beginning  is  stuck  a 
paper,  on  which  the  old  number  is  written  :  where  we  find  2241,  but 
it  is  easy  to  discover  that  2242  was  the  original  number,  unless  we 
suppose  that  an  erratum  had  taken  place.  It  contains  the  four  Gos- 
pels, the  Acts,  and  the  catholic  epistles,  and  all  the  epistles  of  St. 
Paul,  in  the  usual  order.  The  three  last  verses  of  the  epistle  to  the 
Romans  are  wanting*  Then  follow  two  Synaxaria,  and  last  of  all 
the  book  of  Revelation  ^\  I  have  twice  examined  the  whole  manu« 
script,  in  order  to  be  more  certain.  The  manuscript,  quoted'  by  Le 
Long  as  Codex  2441,  which  at  present  it  noted  209,  contains  only 
several  ancient  commentaries  of  St  John/ 

'  In  the  third  part  it  is  not  noted. 

4  In  the  Journal  des  Sfavans  for  1720,  p.  650,  Le  Long  enu« 
merates  among  the  catholic  epistles,  only  thoj«  of  SU  James,  St. 
Peter,  and  the  first  of  St.  JoJm.  It  appears  therefore  that  the  second 
and  third  tpistUs  of  St.  John,  with  that  of  St.  Jude,  are  wanting. 
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quemque  Utera  ^  notavit  BibL  Reg.  2242.  PutWetstein 
divides  Stephens's  seventh  manuscript  into  two,  to  ^one 
of  which  he  says  the  number  2241  belongs,  to  the  other 
2242.  For  in  bis  first  part  he  says,  codex  Stepbani  ^^ 
Regius  2242  Evangelia  continet,  and,  in  his  second  part, 
Stepbani  {[,  Regius  2241,  continet  Acta,  epistolas  cano- 
nicas  et  Paulinas.  Acta  tamen  a  Stephano  collato  non 
sunt  Whether  Wetstein  or  Le  Long  is  mistaken,  I 
am  unable  to  determine,  but  Wetstein,  in  the  edition 
of  his  Prel^omena  prefixed  to  his  Greek  Testament, 
contraditts  what  he  had  said  in  the  first  edition  of  them,^ 
where  he  writes,  p.  39.  Codex  Regius  2242  continet 
Evangelia,  epistolas  Pauli,  Jacobi,  Petri,  et  Johannis 
primam  (therefore  not,  all  the  catholic  epistles)  St^ 
phano  est  {[.  Unde  vero  Millius  compererit  etiam  Acta 
Apostolorum  ut  perhibet  in  eodem  codice  comprdiensa 
esse,  cum  apud  ipsum  Stephanum  nullum  ejus  rei  sit 
indicium,  fateor  me  ignomre.  I  requested  Fleischer 
therefore  to  examine  this  subject  himself,  and  the  an» 
swer  which  he  gave  me  is  the  following:  Codex  2242, 
in  which  the  number  is  very  differently  written  at  the 
beginning,  at  present  noted  49,  contains  the  Canones^ 
evangeliorum,  and  the  epistola  Eusebii  ad  Carpianum, 
to  which  are  added  the  four  Gospels.  On  the  outside 
of^the  volume  is  written  luftyyiXiov  «,  and  in  several 
places  the  letter  H,  with  a  crown  over  it.  An  error 
therefore  has  been  committed  by  those  who  have  de-^ 
scribed  this  manuscript,  both  in  respect  to  the  number 
by  which  it  is  noted,  and  likewise  in  respect  to  its  con- 
teots "". 

20s.  Regius  2243,  at  present  51,  Kiister's  Paris.  2^ 
dad  noted  M  in  the  first  part  of  Wetstein's  N.  T.,  is  a 
manuscript  of  the  four  Gospels,  which  was  given  by  the 
Abb6  Fran{:ois  de  Camps  ***.  A  fac  simile  of  its  cha- 
mcters  may  be  seen  in  Blanchini  Evangeliarum  quadru- 
plex,  P.  I.  in  the  fifth  plate,  annexed  to  page  492.  Se- 
veral remarks  are  made  in  it,  both  in  Russian  and  Arabic, 
which  shew  that  it  was  during  some  time  in  the  East. 
Mootfaucon  places  it  in  the  tenth  century,  Le  Long  in 
the  ninth.     In  the  Curas  in  Actus  Apostolorum  Syriacos, 

§xi. 
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\  xi.  I  have  remarked  the  coincidefice  of  its  readings 
with  those  of  the  Syriac  versioii.  Kiister  has  added  ex- 
tracts from  it  to  Mill's  edition. 

1203.  Regius  2244',  at  present'  50,  Kiistefs  Paris:  6, 
noted  1 5  in  the  first  part  of  Wetstein's  N*  T.,  a  maau^ 
script  of  the  four  Gospels,  which,  though  not  more  an^ 
cient  probably  than  the  thirteenth  century,  is  of  very  greatf 
importance.  It  has  the  following  chasms,  Matth.  i.  1 — 
ii«  21.  xxvi.  33 — 53.  xxvii.  26-*-xxviii.  10.  Mark  i.  i. 
to  the  end  of  the  chapter,  and  John  x?df«  2.  to  the  end 
of  the  Gospel  It  has  been  most  accurately  described 
by  Griesbach,  in  his  SymbolsB,  p.  cliv — clxiv.  whose  ac- 
count I  shall  follow,  both  in  this  and  .the  foiloHiring  ma- 
nuscript*^. Kiister  gave  extracts  of  this  manuscript, 
which  Wetstein  borrowed  from  him,  but  according  to 
Griesbach  they  are  very  incomplete,  for  he  discovered  in 
those  partis  which  he  collated,  not  less  than  600  rdac^ngs 
omitted  by  Kiister,  and  inserted  them  in  his  New  f  eKa^ 
ment»  and  Synabolce  criticse.  Properly  speaking,  Gries- 
bach coliat^'  only  three  chapters,  Matth.  xiii.  xiv.  xv. 
the  rest,  as  he  says  himself,  only  cursorily,  and  rtumy 
passages,  from  the  end  of  St.  Luke's  Gospel  tbitMigtioat 
the  remaining  part  of  the  manuscript,  he  totally  neglect- 
ed. At  the  same  time  he  expresses  a  \^sh,  to  v^bichl 
give  my  hearty  assent,  thM  the  whole  manuscript  might 
be  completely  and  exactly  collated:  It  is  in  my  opinion 
of  great  importance,  because  it  is  frequently  in  favour 
of  readings,  which  are  supported  by  the  fewest  manu- 
scripts, and  are  yet  entitled  to  the  preference :  for  in- 
stance xTfio'fO'd'f,  Luke  xxi.  1 9.  Wetstein  has  observed, 
that  it  frequently  coincides  widi>  the  Leieestrensis,  and  I 
remember  to  have  found  among  his  various  readings, 
the  numbers  1 3  and  69  so  ofteri  together,  that  by  an  as^ 
sociation  of  ideas,  the  one  naturally  excites  the  other.    I 

will 

'  The  reader  must  not  suppose  that  the  number  3244,  wbicb  oc- 
curs twice,  is  a  mistake,  for  the  same  number  is  found  in  two  manu- 
scripts, which  are  distinguished  by  the  addition  of  the  cyphers  i.  2. 
as  I  was  informed  by  Fleischer,  wfaosfe  accovnt  is  confirmed  by  that 
of  Griesbach*". 

*  Not  55,  as  I  had  written  by  mistake  in  the  third  edition. 
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will  mentioD  only  one  instance,  Mark  xv.  36.  where 
they  both  agree  10  a  reading,  which  seems  to  be  only 
an  uncertain  conjecture.  Griesbaeh  has  confirmed  this 
agreeofient  by  many  examples,  but  he  has  likewise  pro- 
duced instances  in  which  they  vary.  He  found  also  that 
this  manuscript  harmonizes  in  a  very  eminent  manner 
with  the  quotations  of  Origen,  which  he  has  accurately 
collated :  he  refers  it  therefore  to  the  Alexandrine  edi- 
tion, though  he  says  that  it  has  a  certain  mixture  of  the 
Western.  To  the  arguments  alleged  by  Griesbaeh  re- 
specting its  edition,  may  be  added  the  following,  which 
is  very  decisive  :  it  is  the  only  manuscript  which  has  the 
addition  km  wf ^tf^etfi^tv  a^aT^ai  avT)i,  John  XX.  16.  which 
is  expressed  in  the  New  Syriac^  or  Philoxenian  version, 
that  was  published  at  Alexandria. 

204.  Regius  2244*,  at  present  55,  noted  17  in  the 
first  part  of  Wetetein's  N.  T.,  contains  the  four  Gospels, 
with  a  Latin  version,  and  was  written  in  the  fifteenth 
century.  That  it  has  a  Latin  version,  is  asserted  by  Le 
Long,  p.  1 80,  but  the  silence  of  Wetstein  on  this  sub- 
ject made  it  a  matter  of  doubt  ^'^,  till  Griesbaeh  had 
examined  the  manuscript,  who  relates  tibat  the  Latin  text ' 
was  written  earlier  than  the  Greek,  and  that  they  fie-* 
quently  differ  from  each  other.  Here  then  Ibe  Greek 
text  cannot  have  been  corrupted  from  the  Latin.  Wet^ 
stein  examined  this  manuscript,  but  Griesbaeh  says, 
passioi  tantum  inspexerat:  this  latter  critic  has  given 
more  extracts  from  it,  but  has  not  regularly  enlaced  the 
whole  manuscript,  though  he  is  of  opinien  that  it'  de* 
serves  a  new  collation.  It  is  one  of  these,  to  which  the 
editiou  of  Colinseus  has  a  great  resemblance.  According 
lo  Wetstein,  it  was  written  by  Jerom  of  Sparta,  who  Wttsr 
during  some  time  Greek  Professor  in  Paris,  and  the  pre- 
ceptor of  Reuchlin  and  BudfBus.  It  is  true  that  Gries- 
baeh Gould  discover  no  account  of  Jerom  as  the  tran- 
SGrifaer,  yettfae  relation  of  Wetstein  may  very  possibly  be 
true. 

205.  Regius 
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205.  Regius  2248)  at  present  56,  noted  51  in  the  third 
part  o£  Wetstein's  N.  T.,  a  manuscript  of  the  catholic 
epistles,  those  of  St.  Paul,  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles,  and 
the  book  of  Revelation  \  written  by  Jeroni  of  Sparta, 
quoted  by  Simon  for  1  John  v.  7.  as  an  evidence  against 
that  passage. 

206.  Regius  2860,  at  present  68,  noted^2i  in  the  first 
part  of  Wetstein's  N.  T.,  contains  the  four  Gospels,  and 
is  quoted  by  Simon  on  the  story  of  the  adulteress, 
John  viii. 

207.  Regius  2861  ^  at  present  62,  Stephani  n,  noted 
L  in  the  fint  part  of  Wetstein's  N.  T.,  contains  the 
four  Gospels,  with  the  following  chasms,  Matth.  iv,  2 1 
— V,  14.  xxviii.  17.  to  the  end  of  the  GospeL  Mark  x, 
17 — 30.  XV,  10 — 20.  John  xxi,  15.  to  the  end.  Mill 
says,  that  it  must  contain  likewise  the  Acts,  or  at  least 
some  of  the  last  chapters,  because  Stephens  quotes  his 
Codex  fi  five  times  in  this  book.  Yet  it  is  certain  that 
this  book  is  not  contained  in  the  manuscript,  as  appears 
firom  the  evidence  both  of  Fleischer  and  Less  *'^,  and  the 
quotations,  to  which  Mill  alludes,  were  mere  errata  in  the 
^ition  of  Stephens.  Beside '  those  .writers,  which  have 
given  a  general  account  of  the  manuscripts  of  the  New 
Testament,  the  reader  will  find  an  exQellent  account  of 
this  in  particular,  drawn  up  by  Dr.  Lf^ss,  and  inserted  ia 
the  Orient.  Bibl.  Vol.  IX.  p.  144 — 1^47.  Griesbach  has 
given  a  still  more  accurate  account  of  it  in  bb  Symbol®, 
p.  Ixvi — cxli.  of  which  I  have  given  an  abstract  in  the. 
New  Orient.  Bibl.  Vol.  II.  p.  24—29  **^ 

Simon  believed  this  to  be  the  most  ancient  of  all  the 
Codices  Regii,  and  Wetstein  went  so  far  as  to  suppose, 
that  it  was  one  of  those  which  were  collated  by  TlK)mas 

of 

<  This  account  is  given  by  Le  Lon^.  p.  181.  It  is  true  that  Wet- 
stein makes  no  mention  of  the  Revelation^  but  this  book  is  really  con- 
tained in  the  manuscript,  though,  according  to  Fleischer's  account, 
the  eight  last  verses  are  wanting  *".  The  same  may  be  said  of  the 
three  last  verses  of  the  epistle  to  the  Romans.  See  ch.  vi,  sect.  lo. 
of  this  Introduction. 

"  The  figure  1361,  in  the  Journal  des  S9avans  17CKO,  must  be  an 
erratum,  for  it  appears  from  Fleischer's  account,  that  the  manuscxipt 
noted  2361  contains  only  the  writings  of  Chrysostom. 
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of  Heraclea,.  in  the  seventh  century,  for  the  New  Syriac 
version.  But  that  this  conjecture  is  wholly  without 
foundation,  appears  from  Ridley's  -  Dissertation  on  the 
Syriac  versions*^'.  But  however  great  the  antiquity,  to 
which  this  manuscript  may  Jay  claim,  yet  Mill  enter* 
tained  a  very  indifferent  opmipn  of  the  accuracy  of  its 
text,  and  Wetstein  contended  that  it  latinized.  Now  I 
have  frequently  found  it  to  coincide  with  the  old  Latin 
, versions,  in  opposition  to  the  Greek  text,  and  also  with 
.the  Syriac  version,  of  which  I  have  given  examples  iii 
the  Curaein  Actus  Apostolorum  Syriacos,  §  xi.  p.  187. 
«But  I  have  observ<^d  ^,  on  the  other. hand,  an  example 
of  coincidence  with  the  Coptic  version,  Luke  xxiv.  I7. 
in  an  evident  correction  of  the  text,  which  is  found  ih 
no  other  manuscript:  and  Luke  xxiii.  42.  it  has,  in 
conjunction  with  the  ..Coptic  and  the  Vulgate,  ««?  ru^ 
P«0-»Afiav  (Tjr,  instead,  of  iv  rn  |3«0-iXfifi  o-s.  To  this  may 
be  added,  that  Griesbach  has  found  no  manuscript  that 
barmoni^ef  in  a  greater  degree  with  the  ^Alexandrine 
edition,  and- especially  with  the.  readings  of  Origen. 
Hence  it  follows,  that  this  manuscript  cannot  have  been 
altered  from  the  Latin.  .  It  appears  rather  to  contain  a 
rhapsody  of  readings,  unless  we  have  recourse  to  the 
hypothesis,  tbat  it  contains  a  very  great  number  of 
ancient  readings,  which  we  find  scattered  in  different 
manuscripts^  and  different  versions.  Griesbach,  who 
has  examined  It  the  most  accurately,  conjectures  that 
the  copyist  made  use  of  several  manuscripts,  and  that  he 
sometimes  corrected  the  readings  of  one,  from  those  of 
another.  See,  his  Sypabolae,  p.  Ixx.  To  enable  the 
reader  to  judge'  for  himself,  I  will  subjoin  a  few  of  its 
characteristic  readings. 

Matth.  xxii.  1 6.  it  has  xi yovroi^  for  XiyovrK,  which  seems 
to  be  an  evident  granimatical  correction  :  but  it  is  like- 
wise found  in  the  Codex  Colbertinus  6043. 

Mark  ix.  8.  it  is  the  only  manuscript  that  has  »ys^^ 
for  intfu¥f  which  is  undoubtedly  a  false,  though  very 
ancient  Alexandrine  reading.      I  call  it ;  Alexandrine, 

^  QK  v\.  f^ct  IS.     -  because 
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because  it  is  found  not  only  in  the  Coptic  version,  but  in 
the  new  Syriac  *^\  which  was  published  at  Alexandria, 
and  corrected  from  Alexandrine  manuscripts. 

Luke  iii.  1 .  it  has  a  very  remarkable  reading.    The 
common  text  is  ^iXinm  ^i  m  aiihfn  aurs  rir^ te^^^nvroc  tuc 

TfTf df p^yyrofy  where  the  last  rir^af p^vi^roc  appears  to  me  to 
t)e  spurious,  for  Lysanias  was  no  longer  alive  at  that 
time,  and  the  city,  which  was  formerly  called  after  his 
name,  Abila  LvsanfBe,  and  afterwards  orx«c  Ziiyo^f  <,  be- 
longed to  Philip.  See  Josephi  Antiquit.  xv.  1 0.  1 .  xviL 
11.4.  I  would  therefore  explain  the  passage,  '  While; 
Philip  was  Tetrarcb  of  Ituraea,  Trachonitis,  and  the 
Abilene  of  Lysanias  ***.'  The  suspicious  word  fir^^^- 
p^vvrof,  at  the  end  of  the  sentence,  is  omitted  in  this 
manxiscript  alone,  and,  what  is  a  singular  circumstance, 
we  find  the  two  first  letters  TE,  but  not  the  following  **♦, 
as  if  the  transcriber  had  begun  to  write  tiie  word,  but 
bad  desisted,  in  consequence  of  having  found  in  another 
manuscript,  that  the  word  was  omitted.  Luke  x.  42.  Jt 
has  a  reading  which  is  most  probably  genuine,  thouj^ 
supported  by  the  authority  of  only  a  lew  manuscripts  *^, 
oXiywv  it  fri  xJi*^*9  ^  '^^^^  which  cannot  be  termed  a  lati- 
nizing reading,  as  it  is  found  in  Origen,  in  the  Syriac, 
and  lii  the  Coptic  versions,  and  the  whole  passage  is 
omitted  in  several  of  the  old  Latin  versions.  Luke  xi. 
2—4.  it  is  one  of  the  few,  in  which  the  Lord's  Prayer 
is  written  without  the  interpolation  from  St  Matthew's 
Gospel***.  Luke  xi.  41.  it  is  the  only  manuscript  that 
lias  oyroL  for  fvoyrft,  but  I  have  observed  it  in  the  Syriac, 
and  some  of  the  old  Latin  versions  ^.  Luke  xxiii.  45. 
it  is  the  only  one  of  those  manuscripts,  which  contain 
the  four  Gospels  comolete  (for  in  the  Lectionaria  this 
reading  is  very  frequent;  where  we  find  m  n^m  i xXi »ir«»rof , 
a  readmg  which  is  undoubtedly  false,  though  so  ancient 
as  to  have  been  quoted  by  Origen**'.  Luke  xxiii.  42. 
it  has,  in  conjunction  with  the  Coptic  and  the  Vulgate, 
f if  mv  |3«o-»Xf»air  0-s,  which  is  undoubted  a  correction,  but 
not  necessarily  firatn  the  Latin. 

Joho 
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John  I.  18.  it  is  one  of  those  two  manuscripts  which 
olone  bfive  /(«oir«yiyiif  ^m^  a  reading  of  some  importance, 
and  confirmed  by  the  quotations  of  the  most  ancient 
Others,  as  well  as  by  the  Syriac  and  the  Coptic  ver- 
sions ^.  John  iii.  2.  it  is  the  only  manuscript  that  has 
itiw¥»  yhpo^i¥it,  ^  while  the  supper  was  preparing.'  My 
reasons  for  preferring  this  reading  will  be  given  in  my 
notes  to  St.  John's  Go^l :  it  is  a  reading,  which  throws 
a  light  on  it  whole  passage,  ^hich  most  commentatora 
bave  found  obscure. 

Wetsteio  observes,  that  the  transcriber  has  displayed 
an  ^iogenium  luxurians/  that  is,  he  has  ventured  very 
bold  conjectures.  Dr.  Less  observes,  that  he  could  dis^ 
cover  no  marks  of  it  in  thiis  manuscript,  but  that  the 
copyist  appears  to  have  been  extremely  ignorant  Now 
J  believe  that  both  critics  are  in  the  right :  for  the  writer 
of  this  manuscript,  who  has  been  guilty  of  numberlesjs 
orthographical  errors,  vyhich  L^ss  has  observed,  anjl 
Griesbach,  p^  Ixviii,  Ixix.  has  confirmed  by  very  con- 
vincing examples,  might  have  copied  from  a  more  ancieqt 
Bsaouscript,  in  which  these  bold  conjectures  had  beea 
already  made. 

If  tb^  transcriber  made  use  of  several  manuscripts^ 
from  which  he  selected  readings,  it  follows  that  either 
he  himself,  nor  the  writer  of  one  of  the  more  ancient 
manuscripts,  was  a  man  of  learning.  Now  Wetstein 
has  supported  his  charge  by  not  a  smgle  example,  and 
Griesbach  relates,  p.  Ixxv — Ixxviii.  that  he  could  discover 
none.  I  have  observed  indeed  critical  conjectures,  which 
I  cannot  always  approve,  but  no  proofs  of  a  '  luxurians 
logenium."  In  my  opinion,  therefore,  it  is  one  of  our 
naost  valuable  manuscripts. 

Stephens  was  the  first  who  collated  it,  but  he  printed 
only  a  part  of  his  extracts.  Beza  published,  froin  the 
written  papers  of  Stephens,  forty  readings  which  that 
critic  had  left  unprinted,  among  which  the  following 
long  mterpolation  deserves  attention.    Mark  xvi.  8.  after 

w^Cbttq  yctf^  it  has  vmrra  it  roc  va^tiyytXiAivet  tok  vf^i  roir 
Ilfr^y  €\ipj9iAMf  i^9yyu?icip9  /Aira  ^f  Ttt\ir»,  hqh  ayr^i  9  Ifirsg 

V  2  »ir9 


3o8  MSS.  of  the  Greek  Testnment.    chap.  viif. 

'«f3«(roy  xfifuy/MA  Tfic  Aftfvis  o-vrvi^iAf.  But  Stephens  is 
excusable,  because  this  addition  is  carefully  separated 
from  the  text.  Wetstein  collated  it  in  1715  more  care- 
fully than  Stephens,  yet  he  himself  says  that  his  collation 
was  only  cursory,  and  according  to  Griesbach  he  ha^ 
produced  readings,  which  are  not  in  the  manuscript. 
Wetstein  was  at  that  time  only  twenty-two  years  old. 
'Griesbach  has  collated  it  more  correctly,  amended  th^ 
faults  of  his  predecessor,  and  added  above  a  thousand 
readings.  Whoever  quotes  this  manuscript  therefore  in 
future,  must  quote  not  from  Wetstein,  but  from  Gries- 
bach, who  has  given  in  his  Symbols  a  very  complete  and 
accurate  collection  of  its  various  readings. 

208.  Regius  2862,  at  present  83,  Kiister's  Paris.  3, 
and  noted  g  iti  the  first  part  of  Wetstein's  N.  T.,  is  u 
manuscript  of  the  four  Gospels,  written  in  the  year  1 168, 
by  a  transcriber  whose  name  was  Solomon. 

Kiister  has  printed  extracts  of  this  manuscript,  from 
which  Wetstein  concluded  that  the  manuscript  was  the 
same  as  Stephani  i|3.  If  this  be  true,  there  must  be  ah 
erratum  in  the  edition  of  Stephens  1  Cor.  xv.  44.  where 
the  Codex  i|3  is  quoted  for  the  reading  u  irt  o-«/a«  4^v;^ix«r, 
for  our  manuscript  has  not  that  epistle ;  and  this  supposi- 
tion is  the  more  credible,  as  the  above-mentioned  reading 
is  quoted  by  Wetstein  from  Stephani  Codex  j«.  On  the 
other  hand,  it  is  difficult  (o  explain  why  Wetstein  quotes 
the  Codex  la,  as  he  bad  never  seen  it ;  and  after  all,  the 
erratum  is  perhaps  in  his  edition. 

209.  Regius  2865,  at  present  gi,  Kiister s  Paris.  1. 
noted  10  in  the  first  part  of  Wetstein's  N.  T.,  is  a  ma- 
nuscript of  the  four  Gospels,  of  which  extracts  are  found 
in  Kiister*s  edition.  Griesbach  *'^**  refers  it  to  the  thir- 
teenth, or  fourteenth  century.  It  came  undoubtedly 
from  Greece,  for  it  appears  from  the  subscription,  that 
Dorotheus,  natione  Graecus,  archiepiscopus  Metellinen- 
sis,  who  was  present  at  the  synod  held  at  Florence  in 
1439>  ^vith  a  view  of  uniting  the  Greek  and  Latin 
churches,  presented  it  to  the  canons  of  that  city  *'■. 

Kiister  s 
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'  Kiister's  collation  is  not  accurate,  as  Griesbach  has  shewn 
by  several  examples,  and  he  is  of  opinion  that  it  deserves 
to  be  collated  anew. 

210.  Another  Regius  2865*,  at  present  85,  Kiister's 
Paris.  5,  noted  1 2  in  the .  first  part  of  Wetstein's  N.  T., 
in  Griesbach  119.     It  is  also  a  manuscript  of  the  four 
Gospels.     Kiister  made  incomplete,  but  accurate   ex- 
tracts from  it,  and  added  them  to  Mill's  edition.     But 
Wetstein  has  created  great  confusion  in  reuard  to  this 
xnanuscript,  into  which  he  was  led  by  certain  extractSj 
which  de  Missy  had  made  from  a  Codex  Victorinus/ 
supposed  to  be  the  same  with  Stephani  Codex  iJ.     Now 
Qur  Codex  Regius  2865,  and  the  Codex  Victorinus,  are 
two  totally  distinct  manuscripts,  though  their  readings 
frequently  coincide,  which  induced  Wetstein  to  suppose 
tbem  one  and  the  same ;  he  united  therefore  into  one 
mass,  the  readings  quoted  by  Stephens  from  his  Codex 
«/,    those  quoted  by  Kiister  from  his  Paris.  5,  and  the 
extracts  of  de  Missy,  as  if  they  proceeded  firom  one  ma- 
nuscript, which  he  has  noted  Codex  1 2,  of  which  he  has 
related  a  long. history,  where  Griesbach*^'  says  there 
are  as  many  errors  as  lines :  and  not  contented  with  this 
confusion,  be  has  added  readings,  which  are  found  neither 
in   the  above-mentioned  manuscripts,  nor  in  any  other, 
with   which  we  are  acquainted.    Whenever  Wetstein 
therefore  quotes  his  Codex  1 2,  the  evidence  must  be  con? 
sidered  as  of  no  value. 

From  this  perplexity  we  have  been  delivered  by  Gries- 
bach, who  has  accurately  collated  both  the  manuscript 
in  question,  and  the  Victorinus  (which  I  shall  describe 
oiider  the  title  Codex  Stephani  iJ)  has  described  them 
in  his  Symbol®  criticse,  p.  cxliv — clii.  and  given  ex- 
tracts firom  them  in  h\^  New  Testament,  on  which  we 
may  depend.     Wetstein.  contends,   that  Colinasus  used 

tiiis  manuscript  for  his  edition :  now  it  certainly  coincides 

• 

m 

*  In  tbe  Parisian  library  are  two  manuscripts  viiih  the  same  num- 
ber, botthey  are  distinguished  by  the  addition  0/  the  sffnaHernumbers 
t  and  a.    Le  Long  quotes  the  first  2865  ',  the  second  9865  *•  *^\ 
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in  many  readings  with  the  Victorinus,  and  both  of  them 
very  frequently  with  the  edition  of  ColinsBus,  but  which 
ef  the  two  were  used  by  that  editor,  or  whether  he  used 
both,  it  is  difficult  at  present  to  determine.  They  are 
noted  in  Griesbach  119  and  120.  The  former,  which 
is  the  manuscript  in  question,  he  refers  to  the  twelfth 
century. 

211.  Regius  2866,  at  present  71,  according  to  Fleis- 
cher, but  72  according  to  Griesbach  •^^  Stephani  Codex  r, 
noted  7  in  the  first  part  of  Wetstein's  N.  T.,  is  a  manu- 
script of  the  four  Gospels. 

212.  Regius  ^867,  at  present  64,  Stephani  Codex  y, 
noted  4  in  the  first  part  of  Wetstein's  N.T.,  is  a  manu- 
script of  the  four  Gospels,  written  on  vellum.  Fleischer 
says,  *  on  the  outside  of  the  volume  is  a  crowned  F.  Iti 
many  places  incisions  have  been  made  in  the  leaves.  In 
the  Gospel  of  St.  John,  the  first  chapter  is  defective  as 
for  as  the  13*^  verse,  nti  tx  ^iXtfAetrcf  o-afxof.* 

213.  Regius  2868,  at  present  64,  Kiister's  Paris.  8, 
noted  15  in  the  first  part  of  Wetstein's  N.T.,  a  very 
neat  copy  of  the  Gospels,  which  Simon  supposes  was 
written  for  the  use  of  a  Greek  church.  See  his  Hist,  du 
Texte  du  N.T.  ch.  xiii.  Extracts  from  it  were  given  by 
K  lister. 

214.  Regius  2869,  at  present  237,  Stephani  Codex 
•«,  not^  12  in  the  second  part  of  WetsteinVN.  T.,  in 
the  third  10,  in  the  fourth  2,  contains  the  Acts,  Epis- 
tles, and  Revelation  *".  This  account  is  given  by  Wet- 
stein,  on  whom  w^  may  depend,  as  he  has  used  the  ma* 
nuscript  Irimself,  and  collated  it  mbre  accurately  than 
Stephens.  Fleischer  Also  says  expressly,  ^  it  contains  all 
the  catholic,  and  all  the  epistles  ot  St.  Paul,  in  the  usual 
order;  last  of  all  the  Revelation  of  St.  John^.*  Mil! 
had  no  further  knowledge  of  it,  than  what  be  conki  de* 
rive  from  the  few  extracts  Of  Stephens,  H^ente  !ie  con- 
jectures, §  1 1 75.  that  it  was  very  detective,  because  he 
found  it  seldom  quoted.  It  seems  that  Stephens  used  it 
principally  in  ttie  R6v«latioo»  as  he  had  very  few  manu- 
scripts of  that  book. 

215.  Regius 
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215.  R^us  3870  ^  atpresqnt  102,  Stephani  Codei; 
»,  noted  p  in  the  second  part  of  Wetstein's  N.  T.,  in  the 
third  7,  IS  a  manuscript  of  the  Acts  and  the  Epistles, 
to  which  the  charge  of  latinizing  has  been  laid.  Mill 
supposed  that  it  was  likewise  defective,  for  which  he  had 
no  other  reason,  than  because  Stephens^  in  many  places 
had  given  no  quotations  from  it  But  Fleischer  gives 
the  following  account:  '  I  know  not  why  this  manuscript 
has  been  supposed  to  be  mutilated,  for  I  have  found  iri 
it  no  chasms,  or  vacant  places  ^^^.  It  is  neatly,  and  no( 
too  closely  written.  The  epistle  to  the  Hebrews  is  placed 
between  the  second  to  the  Thessalonians,  and  the  first  to 
Timothy.' 

216.  Regius  2871,  at  present  106,  Stephani  Codex  i^ 
noted  5  in  the  first,  second,  and  third  parts  of  Wetstein^i^ 
N.  T.,  contains  the  whole  of  the  New  Testament,  except 
the  Revelation.  According  to  Fleischer's  account,  the 
epistle  to  the  Hebrews  is  placed  between  the  second  to 
the  Thessalonians,  and  the  finst  to  Timothy,  after  which 
follow  the  Gospels  *^'. 

217.  Regius  2872,  at  present  103,  noted  11  in  the 
tfiird  part  of  Wetstein's  N.  T.,  is  a  manuscript  of  the 
Acts,  and  the  catholic  epistles,  collated  by  Wetstein, 
Fleischer  says,  that  it  has  likewise  all  the  epistles  of  Stt 
Paul  ^^^  but  that  in  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles,,  there  is  a 
chasm  in  the  second  chapter  firom  0  nXio;  v.  2  b,  to  ojh  4 
aM(rcA«»^5ii,  v.  31. 

21 8.  Regius  3424,  at  present  1 1 9  %  Kii^ter's  Pari3. 4, 
noted  1 1  in  the  first  part  of  Wetstein's  N,  T-,  is  a  ma^ 
nuscript  of  the  four  Gospels,  supposed  to  have  b^en  writ- 
ten 11^  the  eleventh  century.  Extracts  weri^  given  frpm  it 
by  Kiister. 

219.  R^us  3424,  at  present  70,  Kuster's  Paris.  7, 
noted  14  in  the  first  part  of  Wetstein's  N.  T.,  a  very 
neat  copy  of  the  Gospels  **',  supposed  by  Wetstein  to 

have 

^  The  fig.  ^878  in  the  Journal  des  Sj^avAns,  Juin  1720^  p.  650,  is 
ao  erratam. 

*  According  to  Fkitcher :  but  Gmsbach  expresses  hinielf  in  a 
^obioas  manner,  'nunc  119,  nisi  forte  nunc  sit  lai  MattbaeHiDy  et 
HarcnnDyCt  laa  Lncam  cum  Juhanne  sistens^' 

U4 
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have  been  written  in  the  eleventh  century.  Others  have 
referred  it  to  the  tenth,  and  even  to  the  ninth  century. 
'  220.  Regius  3425,  at  present  112,  Stephani «,  noted  6 
in  the  first,  second,  and  third  parts  of  Wetstein's  N.  T., 
contains  the  whole  of  the  New  Testament,  except  the 
Revelation.  The  two  last  chapters  of  the  epistle  to 
Titus,  and  the  first  half  of  that  to  Philemon,  as  far  as 
f/A»  frvXuy^vct  troocXais^  ver.  1 2.  are.  wanting. 

221.  Reuchhni,  or  Capnioneus,  noted  1  in  the  fourth 
part  of  Wetstein'a  N.  T.,  a  manuscript  of  importance  in 
biblical  criticism,  contains  the  book  of  Revelation,  but 
it  is  not  known  where  it  it  is  preserved  at  present.  At 
least  Bengel  and  Wetstein  have  sought  for  it  in  vain,  both 
in  Durlach  and  in  other  places,  where  remains  of  Reuch- 
lin's  library  might  be  supposed  to  exist.  The  best  de- 
scription of  this  manuscript,  as  far  as  could  be  gathered 
from  Reuchlin's  accounts,  is  in  Bengels  Fundamenta 
criseos  apocalypticfl^,  sect.  17*. 

Erasmus  relates  in  his  defence  adversus  Stunicam,  that 
he  used  only  one  single  manuscript  of  the  Revelation 
for  his  edition  of  the  New  Testament.  He  has  highly 
extolled  its  antiquity,  and  has  even  described  it  as  tantas 
vetustatis,  ut  apostolorum  setate  scriptum  videri  possit, 
notwithstanding  it  contained  an  exposition  of  the  Reve- 
lation written  in  the  fifth,  and,  according  to  others,  so 
late  as  the  ninth  century,  by  Andrew  of  Csesarea.  As 
Erasfbus,  in  the  three  first  editions  of'  his  New  Testa- 
ment, had  no  other  Greek  text  of  the  Revelation,  (for 
he  used  not  the  Complutensian  Bible  before  the  fourth) 
we  may  discover  from  his  three  first  editions  in  a  great 
measure  the  readings  of  the  Codex  Reuchlinianus ;  and 
with  this  view  Bengel  has  extracted  their  readings  in  the 
book  of  Revelation.  But  it  must  be  observed  at  the 
same  time,  that  no  absolute  conclusion  can  be  drawn 
from  these  three  editions  to  the  Codex  Reuchlinianus^ 
which  could  have  only  one  reading  in  each  text,  whereas 
in  the  editions  of  Erasmus  we  find  variety  even  in  the 
Revelation ;   a  proof  that  Erasmus  applied  either  his 

own 

'  P.  495*  of  the  New  Edition  of  the  Apparatus  Criticus. 
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own  conjeGtures,  or  consnlted  other  sources  ia  particular 
rieadinos.  Besides,  Erasmus  himself  acknowledges  that 
Reiicblin's  manuscript  bad  several  chasms, .  and  that  the 
last  leaf  in  particular  was  wanting.  In  these  cases  he 
fiiade  a  virtue  of  necessity,  and  translated  the  Latin  into 
Greek. 

Another  manuscript,  which  likewise  derives,  its  name 
from  Reuchlin,  I  have  described  above,  N""  38,.  under 
the  title  Basil.  B.  VI.  27. 

222.  Rhodiensist  noted  50  in  the  second  part  of  Wet* 
stein's  N.  T.,  in  the  third  52^  is  a  copy  of  the  epistles. 
from  the  island  of  Rhodes ;  it  is  said  to  have  been  prin- 
cipally used  in  the  edition  of  the  Complutensian  Bible, 
ami  is  often  quoted  by  Stunica  as  a  very  ancient  and. 
v^ierable  manuscript,  but  by  Erasmus  it  was  supposed 
to  latinize.  We  have  no  complete  extracts  frpm  it,  but 
merely  what  Stunica  occasionally  quotesj  who  mentions 
that  this  is  the  manuscript  which,  the  Complutensian 
Bible  chiefly  follows.  Some  critics  therefore  have  rashly 
concluded,  from  the  readings  oif  the  Biblia  Complutensia 
to  those  of  the  Codex  Rhodiensis,  especially  in  the  con* 
troversy  relative  to  1  John  v.  7.  an  inference  which  is 
inadmissible.  ^  Unfortunately  this  manuscript  b  no  where 
to  be  discovered;  and  though  it  has  been  supposed  to 
be  still  in  the  library,  of  Alcala,  yet  it  would  be^  in  vain 
to  search  there,  as  Professor  Moldenbawer  relates  that 
the  manuscripts  used  for  the  Complutensian  Bible  are  no 
longer  in  existence.  More  will  be  said  on  this  subject, 
in  the  description  of  that  edition. 

223.  Roe  1,  noted  49  in  the  first  part  of  Wetstein's 
N.  T.)  a  manuscript  brought  from  Turkey  by  Sir  Thomas 
Roe,  in  1628,  and  presented  to  the  Bodleian  library  in 
Oxford.     Extracts  were  made  from  it  by  Mill. 

224.  Roe  2,  brought  at  the  same  time  by  Sir  Thomas 
Roe,  and  preserved  m  the  Bodleian  library,  noted  47 
in  the  second  part  of  Wetstein's  N.  T.,  contains  the 
epistles  of  St.  Paul.  It  agrees  with  the  Syriac  and  the 
Coptic  ^*  in  the  omission  01  of  1 1,  Heb.  xii.  1 8.  an  omis- 
sion observed  likewise  in  the  Codices  Alex,  and  Ephremi. 

See 
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See  N^  65.  I  have  found  other  examples^  in  which  it 
agrees  with  only  a  few^  but  important  manuscripts  ia 
the  support  of  an  unusual  reading. 

235*  Rutgersii,  noted  99  in  tl^  first  part  of  Wetstein'a 
N.  T.y  is  a  manuscript  of  the  four  Gospeby  quoted  by 
Heinsius,  in  his  Exercitationes  Sacrs  ^\  from  which 
Wetstein  has  borrowed  his  extracts. 

226.  Sangennanensis,  in  Mill  Ger.  an  abbreviation 
for  Germanensis,  by  others  called  Corbeiensis,  noted  £  ii| 
the  second  part  of  Wetstein's  N.  T.,  is  a  Greek- Latin 
manuscript  of  the  epistles  of  St  Paul^  from  which  Mill 
procured  extracts  ^*^  A  fac  simile  of  its  characters  may 
be  seen  in  Blanchini  Evangdiarum  quadruplex,  P.  I.  in 
the  last  of  the  plates  annexed  to  p.  533.  Wetstein  asserts^ 
with  some  probabilityi  that  it  is  a  copy  of  the  Claromon* 
tanus,  the  text  and  corrections  of  which  are  here  tran- 
scribed together,  in  such  a  manner  as  frequently  to  pro- 
duce mere  nonsense.  But  he  has  properly  quoted  tho 
readings  of  this  manuscript,  though  we  must  take  care 
not  to  consider  the  Claromontanus  and  Sangermanensis 
as  distinct  evidence.  The  accurate  description  which  Dr. 
Less  has  given  of  this  manuscript,  may  be  seen  in  thq 
Orient.  Bibl.  Vol.  IX.  p.  148—151.  Though  Wej>. 
stein's  conjectures  appear  to  him  extremely  probable» 
jet  he  has  made  the  following  not  uoimpoi^ant  objec- 
tion. Rom.  xii.  1 1 .  the  Claromontanus  has  KAIPO,  but 
Ae  Sangermanensis  KO,  which  is  an  abbreviatioa  fin* 
xM^tf,  and  in  the  latter  dno ;  whence  he  concliufes  that 
the  latter  is  not  a  copy  of  the  former  alone.  His  whole 
description  is  worthy  of  attention  ^*^  It  is  evident  also, 
from  Sabatier's  Bible,  that  the  Latin  texts  of  the  two 
mamiscr^)ts  are  often  different. 

227.  Scaligeri,  noted  in  the  first  piartof  Wetatein'sN.T. 
Evangelistarium  6,  in  the  second  and  third  lectionarium  i, 
is  preserved  in  the  University  library  in  Leydeo,  and 
contains  lessons  from  the  Gospels,  Acts,  Episdes,  and 
Psalms,  in  Greek  and  Arabic,  but  it  is  imperfect.  Wet- 
stein, who  collated  it  in  1731 ,  has  observed  that  its  read- 
ings are  allied  to  those  of  the  Coptic  version  **^ 

228.  Seide- 


stct.  VI.        MSS.  of  the  Greek  Testament.  3 1 5 

228.  Seidelitmis,  noted  48  in  the  second  part  of  Wet- 
8tda  9  N.  T,f  ia  the  third  43,  and  in  the  fourth  1 3, 
contains  the  Acts,  Epistles,  and  JElevelation.  Wester* 
mannt  who  collated  it,  and  communicated  the  extracts 
to  Kiister,  estimated  its  antiquity,  though  I  know  not 
on  what  grounds,  at  700  years.  Wetstein  observes,  that 
this  collation  is  inaccurate,  and  that  the  Revelation  is 
the  only  book  on  which  he  appears  to  have  bestowed 
much  diligence.  Bengel  procured  from  Westermann 
and  Schmidlin  a  new  and  con^derable  collection  of 
leadings  of  this*  manuscript,  which  he  inserted  in  his 
edition  of  the  New  Testament  ^;  but  Wetstein  has  made 
little  use  of  these  additions,  as  appears  from  2  Pet.  ii.  2. 
This  manuscript,  with  several  others,  was  brought  from 
the  East  by  Andrew  Erasmus  Seidel.  Two  of  them  wili 
be  descrifaied  in  *the  sequel  under  the  title  Codices 
Wolfiani  \ 

229.  The  five  following  Codices  Seldeni  are  pre- 
served ill  the  Bodleian  library  in  Oxford,  and  were  coU 
lated  by  Mill  *'^ 

Seldeni  1, noted  53  in  the  first  part  of  Westein*sN.T» 
is  a  very  neatly  written  manuscript  of  the  four  Gospels^ 
ffiid  was  supposed  by  Mill  to  be  400  years  old. 

230.  Seldeni  2,  noted  54  in  the  first  part  of  Wetstein's 
N.  T.,  is  a  manuscript  of  the  four  Gospels,  written  in 
1338.  It  is  the  only  MS.  which  has  uiliic  ibr  .^»/i4«ir««-5<Ky 
Mark  V.  t8.  a  reading  found  in  the  margin  of  the  New 
Syriac  version,  and  taken  from  Alexandrine  manuscripts.* 

231.  Seldeni  3,  noted  55  in  the  fir»t  part  of  Wet^ 
steins  N.  T.,  a  more  moderni  but  very  neatly  written 
manuscript  of  the  four  Gospels. 

232.  Seldeni  4,  an  ancient,  but  mutiltfted  Evangelista* 
rium,  noted  in  Wetstein's  N«  T.  Evangelistarium  2k 

233-  Sel- 

^  See  the  last  edition  of  his  Appamtos  Criticus.  P.  IV.  n.  ix.  §  98* 

L739.  where,  speaking  in  defence  of  hi»  N.  T.  he  says.codieis  Seide* 
Di  lecti^nes  bene  miiltaB,  apud  Kiistenitn  haud  obvias  mamn  reL 
Wesurmaam,  et  J<».  Ckriatuphort  Scbmidlini  V.  D.  M.  Dutic  apud 
Boebliogenses  Superinteodentio  specialis,  qui  Francofurti  ad  Viadnim 
commoratus  est,  in  acceptis  refero. 

<  There  is  one,  which  contains  the  Gospel  of  St.  John,  but  it  has 
never  been  collated.    See  Bcogers  Apparatus  CriticiUi  p.  636. 
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'    233.  Seideni  5,  likewise  an  ancient,  but  drfeciivema* 
nuscript,  noted  in  Wecstein's  N.T.  Evangielistarium  2%. 

234,  235,  236,  237.    Stephani  Codices,  from  j3  to  »r. 
This  name  is  given  to  the  meihuscripts,  which  were  used 
in  Robert  Stephens  s  edition  of  the  Greek  Testament:  he 
did  not  collate  them  himself,  but  his  son  Henry  Stephens, 
who  was  at  that  time  too  young,  too  impatient,  and  toa 
little  experienced  in  criticism,  for  an  undertaking  of  that 
nature.  It  appears,  from  the  preface  of  Robert  Stephens, 
that  they  were  used  in  order  to  rectify  the  text  of  the. 
two  first  editions,  printed  in  1 546  ami  1 549 ;  but  the 
readings  themselves  were  first  printed  in  the  inner  mar-, 
gin  of  the  beautiful  edition  published  in  1550,  though  it 
IS  evident,  from  the  inspectbn  of  the  margin,  that  it  can-* 
not  contain  all  the  readings  of  so  many  collated  manu- 
scripts.    It  is  certain,  that  in  those  Codices  Stephani 
which  have  been  collated  anew,  many  readings   have 
been  discovered  that  are  not  in' the  margih  of  Stephens's 
Greek  Testament ;  but  this  is  not  wholly  to  be  ascribed; 
to  the  carelessness  of  Henry  Stephens, .  because  all  his 
extracts  were  not  printed,  Beza   having  found  among 
bis  papers  a  great  many  readings  that  are  not  in  the 
margin  of  Stephens's  edition.     Another  imperfection  is 
the  numerous  errata,  especially  in  the  letters  which  de- 
oote  the  manuscripts,  many  of  which  were  occasioned 
l^  the.hurry  of  setting  the  press,  the  compositor  having 
frequently  taken  from  the  box  of  types,  which  either 
preceded  or  followed  that,  from  which  he  ought  to  have 
taken,  putting  for  instance  instead  of  1^  either  ly  or  ic. 
In  consequence  of  this  inaccuracy,  manuscripts  are  often 
quoted  for  books  which  are  not  contained  in  them,  and 
Mill  has. been  frequently  led  into  error,  when  he  has 
relied  on  the  readings  of  Stephens. 

There  is  an  important  error  of  the  press,  relative  to 
1  John  V.  7.  which  has  given  rise  to  a  controversy,  that 
is  not  confined  to  that  text,  but  has  influence  on  our 
knowledge  of  the  Codices  Stephani  in  general.  Through 
undpardonable  carelessness,  the  semicircle  is  there  falsely 
^et,   so  that  it  has    the   appearance  as  if  the  seven 

manuscripts 
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'manuscripts  quoted  by  Stephens,  J;  t,  ^,  5, 1,  la,  ly,  which 
were  all  the  manuscripts  he  had  of  the  first  epistle  of  St 
John,  omitted  merely  the  words  cv  rw  Hpour^i,  yet  the 
whole  passage  from  w  ru  H^avu  to  fv  nf  yii  is  wanting  in 
them  all.  Le  Long  having  attested  in  a  letter  to  Martin, 
printed  in  the  Journal  des  S^avans  Juin  1720,  that  in 
these  manuscripts,  which  are  still  preserved  in  the  royal 
library  in  Paris,  the  whole  of  the  following  passage,  tv  ru 

'BfApffy  0  ZFctrnfy  0  Xoyofy  xm  ro  v^wfAOt  Aytov,  x«i  irroi  ei  rouf 
o  fitf*!.      Kai  rp IK  ^^<ri»  01  lA^frvfBvnq  w  rn  yif,  is  wanting, 

Martin,  in  the  second  part  of  his  Verit6  du'texte,  1  Jean 
T.  7*  demontr6e  par  des  preuves  qui  sont  au  dessus  de 
toute  exception,  ch.  4,  5,  6.  denied  that  these  were  the 
manuscripts,  which  had  been  used  by  Stephens,  though 
generally  supposed  so.  He  has  likewise  taken  great  pains 
to  convince  his  readers  that  Stephens  had  more  than 
seven  manuscripts  of  the  first  epistle  of  St  John ;  but  if 
we  admit  what  Martin  says  to  be  true,  it  follows  that  the 
manuscripts  of  Stephens  were  very  different  from  the 
descriptbn  which  has  been  given  of  them  by  Mill,  Le 
Long,  and  Wetstein  *". 

This  controversy  renders  it  necessary  to  quote  from 
Stephens's  preface  to  the  edition  of  1550,  the  account 
which  he  himself  has  given  of  them,  though  it,  is  very 
imperfect.  Superioribus  diebus  .  .  •  «  Novum  Te^ta- 
mentum  ....    cum  vetustissimis  sexdccim    scriptis**^ 

exemplaribus 

*  From  the  expression  gcriptis  exemplaribus,  Martin  attempted  to 
prove  that  Stephens  had  sixteen  manuscripts  beside  the  Compluten- 
sian  Bible,  not  merely  fifteen,  as  is  generally  supposed.  Now  it  can- 
not be  denied  that,  if  we  abide  by  this  expression  alone,  the  itife'rence 
deduced  by  Martin  is  very  natural ;  but  as  Stephens  explains  himself 
soon  after  more  clearly,  it  is  certain  that  his  Codex  «  signifies  the 
Ctmiplutensiao  Bible,  and  that  he  had  only  sixteen  copies,  inclusive 
of  that  Bible ;  an  inaccurate  expression  therefore  cannot  be  used  as 
an  arinuiieDt  in  favour  of  an  assertion  which  contradicts  itself.  The 
Greek  words  of  Stephens  are.vaX«ior«roif  inxmtmm  «friy(afoi(,  which 
he  has  too  literally  expressed  in  Latin  by  scriptis  exemplaribus ;  but 
this  is  Qot  the  only  instance,  where  he  has  betrayed  inaccuracy  and 
precipitation,  of  which  we  find  evident  marks  in  much  more  impor- 
tant subjects,  both  in  the  preface,  and  among  the  various  readings. 
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exeinplaribus  qoaDt^  maxinaa  potmoiViS  cura  «t  diligeotia 
collatum  minore  forma  exoudimus.  Idem  Dunc  iterum 
et  tertio  cum  mkm  coUatom  mi^ribut  etiam  Regiis 
typis  exctisum  tibi  offerimut.  ...  id  margine  interiori 
varias  codicum  lectiones  addidimu$,  quarum  unicuiqu^ 
Humeri  Grsci  nota  eubjuticta  est,  que  nomen '  exeoi- 
plaris  unde  sumta  est  indicet,  wxi  exemptarium  oominat 
'Cum  plures  sunt  uumeru  lis  namque  placuit,  primc^ 
aecundo,  ad  sextum  dedmum  usque,  uomina  imponere : 
ut  primo  *  Complutensem  editiooem  intelligas,  quae  olim 
ad  antiqui^sima  exemplaria  fuit  excusa,  cui  oerte  cum 
nostris  mirus  erat  in  plurimis  consensus  ^  Secundo  ex- 
emplar vetustissimum  in  Italia  ab  amicis  cdlaturo.  Ter- 
tio, quarto,  quinto,  sexto,  septimo>  octavo,  decimo,  et 
quinto  decimo,  ea  quae  ex  bibliothf^ra  Regis  *  habuimus. 
Caetera  sunt  ea,  quae  undique  corrogare  licuit 

Now 

^  As  MartiD  grounded  a  former  argomenl  upon  an  inaccanite 
expression  of  Stephens,  it  is  necessary  to  observe,  in  the  present 
instance,  that  nomen  cannot  be  taken  in  that  sense,  which  wovld  be 
ascribed  to  il  by  a  careful  writer.  For  it  is  natural  to  suppose,  from 
this  passage,  that  Stephens  had  given  to  each  manuscript  a  particular 
name ;  but  this  is  far  from  being  true,  since  their  whole  titles  consist 
merely  in  the  Greek  numbers  by  which  he  noted  them,  and  his^Lathi 
is  here  agua  a  too  literal  traaekition  of  what  he  had^expressed  better 
in  Greek,  rt/t  BtS}mt»  mo/««t«  enfAmivu. 

*  The  words  primo,  secundo,  &c«  are  again  the  effect  of  hurry  and 
carelessness,  as  he  onght  to  have  written  primum,  secundum,  or  «,  0. 
His  meaning  is  that  •  denotes  the  Complutensian  Bible,  ff  the  manu- 
script collated  in  Italy,  &c«  which  he  has  more  clearly  expressed  in 
Greek.  To  Jk  li  fiiCXft  §n  to  iv  Zwanf  rvw^Bw  xar«  nm  mrrty^afm 
W9  m^^^BMTmnn  nm  «tt^»Cir«r*rf ,  oin^  tok  nfurt^t^  Kmra  wTOm  awfift/Mtf 
svfo^r.     To  h  ff  art  ro  i»  IroAia  uw  rit  h/mti^v  nmCxudiv  piXut,     To 

fiiy«^o«'^fsrir»Tii(  i3lC^lo01|««(  A«f Oirra  mvrvy^a^  if** 

'  The  reader  will  here  observe  that  nsore  is  expressed  in  the  Latin 
than  in  Xbe  Greek,  which  is  to  be  attributed  to  the  same  cause,  a« 
the  impropriety  of  the  other  tenslations. 

a  The  name  Henrici  is  expressed  in  the  Greek ;  but  its  omission 
in  the  Latin  has  fumisbed  Martin  with  an  opportunity  of  objecting 
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Now  this  is  a  yery  inaccurate  and  imperfect  descrip* 
tion;  for  he  has  omitted  to  mention  where  nearly  the 
half  of  his  manuscripts  were  preserved^  and  with  regard 
to  the  Codices  Eegii,  he  has  given  no  mark  of  distinc- 
tiOd,  by  which  a  subsequent  critic  could  again  discover 
or  ascertaim  them  in  the  royai  library,  with  any  precision. 
I  will  not  mention  the  inexcusable  feult,  that  no  notice 
was  taken  of  the  antiquity  of  any  one  of  these  manu- 
scripts, since  the  editor  has  not  even  related  the  books, 
which  they  contain.  It  seems  as  if  the  learned  Robert 
Stephens  degenerated  in  this  instance  to  a  ooere  printer, 
whom  pecuniary  motives  induced  to  have  his  edition 
ready  as  soon  as  possible,  and  who  directing  his  chief 
attention  to  the  beauty  of  the  types,  and  the  neatness 
of  the  impression,  neglected  the  accuracy  of  a  critic,  not 
expectiag  so  severe  an  examination  before  the  tribunal 
of  the  modern  Kterati.  Through  hurry  the  manuscripts 
were  badly  described,  and  the  <tescription  still  worse 
translated  into  Latin  ;  through  harry  only  a  part  of  tiie  - 
readings  were  printed  in  the  mar^n,  and  the  most  im- 
portant omitted ;  and  owing  to  the  same  haste,  the  erratEi 
in  the  nunlbers  were  corrected  with  so  much  careless- 
ness, as  would  have  exposed  another  printer  to  tlie  charge 
only  of  neglect,  but  Robert  Stephens  to  that  of  want  of 
fidelity,  as  be  particularly  boasts  of  the  correctness  of  his 
impressions. 

It  appears  from  the  preceding  accounts, 

a)  That  Stephens  collated  only  sixteen  Codices,  or 
at  least  that  he  has  given  no  extracts  from  more  than 
sixteen. 

d)  His  Codex  « is  the  Biblia  Complutensia. 

c)  Therefore  properly  speaking,  he  had  only  fifteen 
written  copies,  and  Martin  M*as  mistaken  in  augmenting 
their  number  to  sixteen.  For  since  the  Complutensian 
Bible  is  noted  Codex  «,  he  must  have  reckoned  as  far 
as  seventeen,  if  he  had  sixteen  copies,  besides  that  Bible ; 
bnt  he  ha«  ndtlier  mentioned  in  his  preface,  nor  any 
where  quoted  among  the  various  readings  a  Codex  i^^ 

or 

to  Le  Long,  that  he  quoted  manoscripts  given  by  Henry  IT.  whereas 
those  of  Stephens  must  have  been  given  by  Francis  I. 
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or  1 7.  Martin  appeals  ^  to  Beefti  who  in  the  preface  to 
his  edition  of  the  New  Testaoeient,.  printed  in  1582, 
1589,  and  15983  speaks  of  seventeen  Codices  Stepbani, 
whence  he  argues  tltat  Stephens  poUst  have  had  sixteen 
written  copies,  beside  the  Couiplutei^ian  Bible.  But 
Beza,  who  bad  in  the  two  preceding  editions  spoken  of 
twenty-five  Codices  Stephani,  and  gives  a  very  caress 
and  false  account  of  them  \  can  hardly  be  admitted  as 
an  authentic  interpreter  of  the  words  of  Stephens. . 

d)  The  above-mentioned  Codices  Stepbani  were  used 
for  the  text  of  the  two  first  editions,  printed  in  1546 
and  1549.  / 

e)  Eight  of  these  manuscripts,  nitmely  3,  4,  5,  6,  7,  8. 
10.  15.  were  in  the  royal  library  in  Paris* 

Now  these  eight  manuscripts  have  b^n  sought  there, 
and  discovered  by  Le  Long.  His  manner,  of  proceed- 
iug  he  has  .described  in  a  letter  to  Martin,  which  ^  is 
printed  in  the  Journal  des  S^avans,  Juin,i720,  p- 463. 
He  selected,  from,  the  readings  of  each  manuscript  quoted 
by  Stephens,  four,  which  were  peculiar  to  each  respeptivje 
manuscript:  he  then  sought  these  characteristic  readings 
among  the  manuscripts,  which  had  been  in  the  library 
from  the  time  of  Henry  IL  and  consequently  might 
have  been  used  by  Robert  Stephens.  These  were  easily 
distinguished  by  the  H  with  a  crown  over  it;  they  were 
eleven  in  number,  eight  of  which  were  discovered  to  be 
the  Codices  Stepbani,  as  the  characteristic  readings 
above-mentioned  were  found  in  them,  and  in  no  other 
manuscript  in  the  whole  library;  This  was  an  easy  and 
sure  method,  as  it  was  necessary  to  examine  only  eleven 
manuscripts;  but  if  we  bad  to  search  among,  all  the 
known  manuscripts,  it  would  be  difficult  to  ascertain 
them,  even  if  the  data  amounted  to  an  hundred  lecdones 
singulares  **'• 

Though  Le  Long  expressed  himself  with  the  utmost 
clearness  and  precision,  yet  he  was  misunderstood  by 
Martin,  whose  adversaries  were  guilty  of  no  injustice,  in 

assert- 

*  La  Verite  du  Tcxte,  i  Jean  v.  7.  demontree,Tom.  IL  ch.  iv.  p.  X47. 
^ '  See  WeCatein's  Prolegomena  to  the  first  volume  of  his  Greek 
Testament,  p.  148. 
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asserting  that  he  had  a  very  weak  understanding.  For 
be  fancied  in  his  Verity  du  texte,  1  Jean  v.  7.  demon- 
tr6e,  p.  1 82 — 1 90.  that  the  Codices  Stephani  were  mark- 
ed in  the  royal  library  with  the  letters  y^  i^  i,  Sec.  and 
by  these  means  were  discovered  by  Le  Long:  he  con- 
jectured also  that  these  marks  were  made  by  an  impostor. 
It  never  occurred  to  him,  that,  if  the  eight  manuscripts 
meant  by  Le  Long  were  not  those  which  were  used  by 
Stephens,  the  ancient  Codices  Stephani  must  have  been 
stolen  or  removed  from  the  royal  library,  because  no  other 
manuscripts  of  Henry  IL  are  now  discoverable,  which 
could  possibly  have  Lieen  used  by  Stephens  ^^. 

But  Martin  made  other  objections  to  Le  Long  s  dis- 
covery. He  says  that  Stephens's  manuscripts  were  not 
from  the  library  of  Henry  IL  but  Francis  I.  because  they 
were  used  for  the  first  edition,  which  was  published  in 
1546,  during  the  life  of  Francis.  Now  this  objection  is 
of  no  weight,  if,  during  the  reign  of  Henry,  the  manu« 
scripts  of  the  royal  library  were  marked  with  a  crowned 
H,  whether  they  were  purchased  by  him,  or  by  Francis  I. 
On  this  bead  Le  Long  should  have  ei^pressed  himself 
more  clearly,  as  it  relates  to  a  point  of  history  that  is  not 
easy  to  be  explained,  except  by  one  who  is  resident  in 
Paris.  I  requested  therefore  Fleischer,  during  his  stay  in 
that  city  to  examine  the  subject  more  minutely,  who,  in 
a  letter  dated  December  1 6,  1 764,  wrote  as  follows : 
'  I  have  observed  that  the  Codex  2867,  or  Stephani  Co- 
dex y,  is  marked  not  with  a  crowned  H,.  but  with  a 
crowned  F.  It  is  at  the  same  time  to  be  remarked,  that 
a  crowned  H  on  a  manuscript  is  no  proof  that  it  was  not 
in  the  royal  library  in  the  time  of  Francis  I.  For  the 
manuscripts,  as  well  as  the  printed  books,  are  bound 
anew,  as  soon  as  the  old  binding  is  worn  out,  and  on 
the  new  binding  is  marked  the  name  of  the  king,  who 
reigned  at  that  time.  And  at  this  very  day  a  crowned  L 
is  very  frequently  impressed  on  ancient  books>  whenever 
thev  are  new  bound.' 

His  second  objection,  p.  182.  that  Le  Long  found  in 
Vol..  IL  X  the 
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the  royal  library  the  fifteen  roaDitscriptB  of  Stephens 
marked  wkh  the  letters,  |3,  y,  ij  t,  &c.  though  only  eight 
had  been  borrowed  from  it,  is  to  be  ascribed  to  the  abovei 
mentioned  mistake,  Martin  having  imagined,  that  thesa 
^  Greek  characters  were  oo  the  manuscripts  themselves. 
But  whoever  reads  with  impartiality,  the  Journal  *des 
S^avans,  p.  65 o,  will  perceive  that  Le  Long  speaks  only 
of  eight  manuscripts,  which  he  discovered  in  the  royal 
library,  and  that  the  letters  p,  y,  &c.  as  far  as  ir,  are  sim« 
ply  those  adopted  by  Stephens,  and  that  they  have  no 
reference  to  the  royal  library  *''. 

I  pass  over  the  objection,  that  in  the  margin  of  Ste- 
phens^s  Greek  Testament  it  frequently  happens,  that  a 
manuscript  is  quoted  in  favour  of  a  reading,  which  is  not 
found  in  the  manuscript  produced  by  Le  Long  as  the  very 
same.  For  these  quotations  are  to  be  ascribed  to  the 
error  of  the  press,  of  which  there'  is  a  remarkable  in- 
stance 1  John  v.  7,  where  a  mark  of  omission,  falsely  set, 
furnished  Martin ,  with  an  opportunity  of  objecting  to 
Le  Long,  that  the  manuscripts  which  be  bad  discovered 
could  not  be  the  same  as  those  of  Stephens,  because 
they  omit  more,  than  is  marked  in  Stephens's  text*  Bat 
Le  Long  himself,  through  an  inaccuracy  in  his  descrip^ 
tion,  supplied  Martin  with  a  pretext  of  making  an  im* 
porta  nt  objection,  though  the  latter»  by  an  additioDal 
mistake,  has  ruined  two-thirds  c^  his  own  argument 
He  says,,  that  according  to  Le  Long's  account^  none  of 
the  eight  manuscripts  in  the  royal  library,  contain  the 
Revebtion,  whereas  Stephens  has  quoted  in  this  book 
the  Codices  la,  ic,  and  ir«  Now  the  first  and  laal  of 
these  three  manuscripts  have  no  relation  ta  the  present 
inquiry,  for  Le  Long  never  pnetended  that  tfa^  were  in 
the  royal  library.  But  his  imperfect  description  of  the 
second,  which,  according  to  Im  account,  contaiiis  sept 
epitrcs'de  St.  Paul,  qui  commeneent  par  la  premiere  aux 
Corintbiens,  Beads  natarally  to  the  suppoution,  that  the 
Codex  If  has  not  the  Rev^ation,  whereas  Stephens  very 
frequently  quotes  it  in  that  book.  It  appears,  faowerer, 
5  from 
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from  the  more  accurate  examination  of  Wetstein,  that 
the  Revelation  is  really  contained  in  the  manuscript  in 
question.  See  N*  214,  where  I  have  given  a  description 
of  it 

The  most  extraordinary  objection  of  Martin,  and 
that  which  most  favours  of  partiality,  is  the  following : 
"  Among  the  manuscripts  produced  by  Le  Long  as  the 
very  same  which  Stephens  had  used,  there  is  not  one 
that  has  the  text  1  John  v.  7.  But  as,  this  text  is  found 
in  all  Stephens's  editions;  and  in  the  preface  to  the  first 
which  was  printed  in  1546,  he  testifies  himself,  that  he 
set  not  a  single  letter  that  was  not  warranted  by  the  most 
and  best  manuscripts*",  we  ipust  conclude,  either  that 
these  weMe  not  the  manuscripts,  which  were  used  by  Ste- 
phens, or  that  Stephens  acted  not  like  an  honest  man  '." 
Now  the  latter  will  not  appear  extraordinary  to  any  one 
who  knows,  that  he  was  burnt  in  effigy  at  Paris  for  a 
breach  of  honesty,  though  Martin  has  styled  him,  un 
bomme  d'une  reputation,  d'honneur,  et  de  probit6. 
But  Stephens,  if  he  had  never  been  guilty  of  thefl, 
might,  in  a  hastily-written  preface,  have  asserted  a 
fal^ood,  because,  like  a  hundred  other  literati,  he  re- 
collected not,  at  the  time,  that  he  did  transgress  the 
boands  of  truth.  This  at  least  is  certain,  that  in 
places,  where  ^he  had  less  temptation  to  interpolate, 
than  in  the  celebrated  passage  above-mentioned,  he  has 
iDMited  words  in  the  texty  which  are  warranted  by  no 
manuscript.  We  may  even  produce  him  as  evidence 
against  himself;  llev.  vii.  5,  6,  7,  8.  both  in  the  first  and 
third  editions  of  his  Greek  Testament,  (I  make  no  men- 
tioo  of  the  second,  because  I  have  it  not  in  my  posses- 
sion) 

^  £x  its  ita  huoc  nofttram  (codicem)  recensuimus,  ut  nnllam  om* 
BiDO  literam  secus  esse  pateremar,  quampiures  iique  zneliores  libri 
tauquam  testes  comprobarent. 

^  Oa  R«  Estienne  a  eu  de^  manuscrits,  dans  Icsquels  il  a  trouv^  It 
texte  de  St.  Jean,  qu'il  a  mis  dans  quatre  editions  consecutlves,  uu  il 
n'en  a  ea  point;  s'il  n'en  a  point  eu,  Estienne  a  6te  un  fourbe,  un 
liOfDioe  digne  du  dernier  mepris,  an  infame,  p.  156. 

X  3 
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sion)  be  has  inserted  in  all  these  verses,  t^ffayivft^ivn 
after  aP'  ;(iXix^k,  though  in  the  margin  of  the  edition  of 
1550  he  himself  testifies,  that  the  word  ivf(ayiCfAiyo$ 
was  contained  in  none  of  his  manuscripts,  from  ^vAuc 
(sCuv,  V.  5.  to  the  end.  He  expresses  himself  as  fol- 
lows, VTf  fvrauSA,    sri  i»  roi;  (^n?  yfypoMrroit  re  ^  £^^p*yi* 

fff/»ivoC  fvToif  D/bkCTfpoK  avT»yf*f«K.  Nor  is  it  found  in  the 
Complutensiau  Bible,  his  Codex  «,  and  yet  he  presunled 
to  obtrude  it  on  the  text.  A  man  who  acts  in  this 
manner,  would  surely  make  no  scruple  to  interpolate 
1  John  V.  7.  which  is  actually  in  the  Complutensian 
Bible,  though  he  found  it  in  none  of  his  manuscripts : 
especially  as  the  omission  of  this  passage  had  brought  so 
much  persecution  upon  Erasmus  ;  and  Stephens,  as  be^ 
ing  a  bookseller,  of  course  avoided  whatever  might  pre- 
vent the  sale  of  his  publication. .  The  conclusion  there- 
fore is  wholly  ungrounded,  that  tlie  manuscripts  pro- 
duced by  Le  Long,  were  not  the  same  as  those  which 
had  been  used  by  Stephens,  because  they  contain  not 
1  John  V.  7.  and  the  argument  of  Martin  is  not  far  re- 
moved from  a  petitio  principii. 

As  a  knowledge  of  the  Codices  Stephani  is  of  real 
importance,  the  edition  of  his  Greek  Testament  of 
1550,  is  in  the  hands  of  few,  and  Martin's  objections 
have  never  been  examined  with  sufficient  coolness,  I 
thought  it  a  duty,  which  I  owed  the  reader,  to  represent 
the  real  state  of  this  controversy.  Men  of  real  learning 
have  been  guilty  of  mistakes  in  regard  to  these  manu* 
scripts,  and  those,  who  are  not  in  possessioti  of  Stephens  s 
editions,  might  otherwise  be  led  into  error  by  Martin's 
arguments^  to  M'hich  it  is  unbecoming  a  critic  to  reply 
with  mere  ridicule. 

We  may  assert  therefore,  that  the  eight  manuscripts 
quoted  by  Stepliens,  as  borroMred  from  the  royal  library 
in  Paris,  are  still  preserved  there ;  and  tiiat  they  are  the 
same  as  tiie  following,  which  I  have  above  described 
under  the  Codices  Regii,  namely : 

Codex 
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Codex  y N*2i2 

f •-     216 

«    - 220 

r-------      211 

(;--•-.---    201 
•  --...--    215 

If 214 

Of  the  .remaining  codices  Stephani,  we  have  the  good 
fortune  to  have  discovered  the  following : 

Oj  according  to  Stephens's  own  account,  denotes  not 
a  written  codex,  but  the  Complutensian  Bible. 

P"  is  probably  the  Codex  Cantabrigiensis,  described 
above,  N*  59. 

y,  according  to  Wetstein,  is  the  Coislinianus  200, 
described  N'  77. 

i/S",  according  to  Wetstein,is  the  Codex  Regius  2862, 
described  N*  208. 

iV,  according  to  Wetstein,  is  the  Codex  Regius  2865, 
described  N"*  210,  but,  according  to  Griesbach,  it  is 
tbe  Codex  774,  in  the  Library  of  Saint  Victor,  which  I 
shall  describe  N*  236.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion  with 
Griesbach. 

With  respect  to  the  two  last,  we  have  no  reason  to  be 
perplexed  at  the  question  which  Martin  proposed  to  Le 
Long ;  *^  How  is  it  possible  that  manuscripts  could  be 
firaod  in  the  royal  library  which  Stephens  did  not  enume- 
rate among  the  eight?**  For,  though  they  are  at  present 
in  tbe  royal  library,  they  might  at  that  time  have  been 
in  tbe  bands  of  private  persons :  the  Codex  2862,  was 
formerly  the  property  of  Petrus  Stella,  of  whom  Stephens 
probably  borrowed  it;  and  the  Codex  2865,  was  depo- 
sited in  the  royal  library  so  late  as  the  present  century, 
having  been  before  in  the  possession  of  Tellier. 

I  have  affixed  no  number  to  tlie  preceding  manu* 
scripts,  because  they  have  been  already  enumerated  and 
described.  But  I  shall  number  the  four  following,  be- 
cause three  of  them  remain  undiscovered,  and  thensfore 

X  3  undescribed, 
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undescribed,  and  the  fourth,  ^vhich  is  the  Codex  it,  was 
not  known  till  discovered  by  Griesbacb. 

234.    Stephani  la,  noted  10,  in  the  second  part  of 
Wetstein«  N.  T.  in  the  third  8,  contained,  undqubted- 
edly,  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles  and  the  Epistles,  for  in 
these  books  it  is  quoted  by  Stephens  nearly  400  times, 
as  we  are  assured  by  Mill.     Whether  it  contained  more 
books  of  the  New  Testament,  I  am  unaUe  to  determine. 
Mill  supposed,  that  it  had  likewise  a  fragment  of  St. 
Matthew's  Gospel,  and  a  leaf  of  St.  John'«  Gospel,  be- 
cause Stephens  has  quoted  it,  Matth.  x.  8.  10.  xii.  32. 
John  ii.  1 7.  but  in  no  other  passage  of  the  four  Gospeld. 
Wetstein,  on  the  contrary,  denies  that  it  contained*  any 
such  fragments,    and  the  question  can  be  determined 
with  no  certainty,  till  the  manuscript  itself  be  discovered, 
for  these  four  quotations  are  very  possibly  errata,  and 
different  manuscripts  may  be  meant  where  we  find  u! 
in  the  margin  of  his  Greek  Testament*.     On  the  other 
hand,  it  is  possible  that  the  Codex  !«,  contained  the  four 
Gospels  complete,  and  that  the  fewness  of  the  extracts 
is  to  be  ascribed  either  to  the  negligence  of  the  coUa- 
tion,  or  the  neglect  to  print  the  whole  of  the  extracts 
which  the  younger  Stephens  had  made.  Of  which  we  find 
an  instance  in  the  manuscript  described  N*  207. 

*  Stephens  has  once  quoted  this  manuscript  in  the  Re- 
velation, for  th^  reading  tr^oo-nuynrair  r^  dufii*,  in  the 
dative,  ch.  xiii.  4.  but  I  would  rather  subscribe  to  Mill's 
opinion,  and  believe  this  to  be  an  error  of  the  press^ 
tiian  conclude  with  Martin^  that  the  manuscript  con- 
tained the  Revelation,  and  therefore  the  whole  of  the 
New  Testament,  which  is  found  complete  in  very  few 
manuscripts.  Estius  and  Mill  were  of  opinion,  that  this 
manuscript  .latinized,  and  Wetstein  supposed  it  to  be 

one 

■^This  is  very  probably  the  case  John  ii.  17.  where  Stephens  quotes 
the  following  manuscripts,  y,  ^,  t,  r,  t  u,  i«,  ift  lyr  for  narap^ 
'  fkLytTM ;  but  as  this  reading  is  in  the  Complntensian  Bibk,  he  ovght 
to  have  quoted  Co«lex  «,  and  it  is  highly  probable  that  t«  is  an  error 
either  of  the  writer  or  the  printer,  for  ».  The  three  other  readings  of 
tjiis  passage  are  likewise  found  in  the  Compliiiensian  Bible,  for  whicli 
Stephens  has  quoted  «»,  as  well  as  nL 
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one  of  tiiose  which  Coliateus  used  for  his  editioQ  of  tbe 
Greek  TestamcDt 

As  Wfltstein  has  neither  collated,  nor  even  eecn  this 
niaDuscript,  ic  is  extraordinary  that  he  should  quote  it, 
1  Cor.  XV.  44.  where  Stei>hens  has  no  reference  to  this, 
but  quotes  bis  Codex  i/B".  Is  this  an  error  of  the  press, 
erising  from  Wetstdn's  inattention,  in  addition  to  fvhat 
proceeded  from  the  neglect  of  Stephens  ?  If  this  be 
true,  *hoiv  inaccurate  are  two  critics,  who  so  much 
boasted  of  correctness,  and  how  great  is  the  necessity  of 
new  editions. 

^35*^  Stephani  ty'y  noted  1 1  in  the  second  part  of 
Wetstein's  N.  T.,  in  the  third  9,  contains  the  Acts  and 
the  Epistles,  in  which  Le  Long,  in  the  above-quoted 
passage  of  the  Journal  de  S^avans,  supposes,  that  the 
third  of  St.  John  and  that  of  St  Jude  are  wanting.  But 
as  he  neither  did,  nor  could  find  this  manuscript  in  the 
royal  library,  since  Stephens  quotes  it  as  not  being  a 
Codex  Regius,  the  conjecture  is  founded  merely  on  the 
circumstance,  that  Stephens  has  never  quoted  his  Codex 
iy'  in  those  two  epistles.  Mill  has  remarked,  that  in  the 
Acts  it  harmonizes  seldom,  but  in  the  epistles,  fre- 
quently^ with  the  Vulgate. 

230.  Stephani  *^,  in  the  library  of  St.  Victor  Codex 
774,  noted  12  in  the  first  part  of  Wetstein's  N.  T., 
though  he  is  very  confused  in  regard  to  this  manuscript, 
asd  in  Griesbach  Codex  120.  The  Jestrfnentioned 
-critic,  who  has  described  it  in  his  Symbols,  p.  cl — clii. 
and  refers  it  to  the  thirteenth  century,  is  the  first  who 
has  given  a  clear  account  of  it.  It  contained  originally 
the  four  Gospels,  but  the  leaves,  on  which  that  of  St 
Mark  was  written,  ard  lost,  and  there  remains  only  the 
picture  of  the  Evangelist,  immediately  after  which  fol- 
lows the  Gospel  of  St  Luke,  without  a  picture  of  that 
Evangdist  The  first  leaf  of  St.  Jolin  s  Gospel  is  also 
wanting.  These  are  evident  tokens  of  its  being  Stephani 
Codex  1^,  not  to  mention  the  similarity  of  the  readings, 
ibr>Stephens  has  never  quoted  his  ^f  in  the  Gospel  of  St. 
Mark.  ^  Mill  conjectures  that  it   contained  likewise  a 

%  4  leaf, 
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leaf  of  the  Acts,  and  also  of  2  Pet  i .  because  Stephens^ 
Acts  X.  6.  quotes  ly,  ly,  which  is  pefiiaps  an  erratum, 
for  »y,  ^iy  and  2  Pet*  i.  4.  again  quotes  li.  In  the  first, 
Mill  has  undoubtedly  ventured  a  false  conjecture,  and 
the  second  must  be  an  error  of  the  press,  because  Gries- 
bach  could  discover  no  such  fragment  in  this  manu- 
script, though  be  found  in  it  some  leaves  of  an  Evange- 
liarium,  p.  73 — 80,  and  89 — 109.  Wetstein  found  in 
De  Missy's  library,  extracts  from  this  manuscript,  under 
the  title  Victoriahus,  which  he  very  unfortunately  united 
into  one  mass,  not  only  with  Kiister's  extracts  from  his 
Parisinus  5,  described  above  N""  210,  supposing  them 
to  be  one  and  the  same,  but  also  with  extracts  from 
another  manuscript,  so  that  the  readings  quoted  In  Wet- 
stein's  edition,  from  the  Codex  1 2,  are  of  no  value. 
Griesbach  has  given  very  accurate  extracts  from  it,  under 
the  title  Codex  120.  It  harmonizes  with  the  Regius 
2244,  described  above  N**  204,  with  the  Re^us  2865, 
described  N*"  210,  and  with  the  edition  of  Colinseus. 

237.  Stephani  ir,  noted  3  in  the  fourth  part  of 
Wetstein's  N.  T.  All  that  we  can  affirm  with  certaidty 
of  this  manuscript  is,  that  it  contained  the  book  of  Re- 
velation, in  which  Stephens  very  frequently  quotes  it  as 
far  as  the  middle  of  the  book,  and  a  chapter  or  two 
further :  but  toward  the  end,  these  frequent  references 
cease,  for  after  ch.  xvii.  8.  where  he  has  quoted  %m  va^- 
fra>  for  x^iirfp  triv,  as  far  as  ch,  xx.  3,  it  is  not  once 
mentioned,  and  from  this  verse,  where  c^rrv  is  quoted 
for  <xAiio-(v,  no  notice  is  taken  of  it  to  the  end  of  the 
book.  These  omissions  may  be  ascribed  either  to  chasms 
in  the  manuscript,  or  to  the  neglect  of  the  editor.  Le 
Long  has  very  falsely  described  this  manuscript,  having 
attributed  to  it  les  Evangiles  de  Su  Luc,  et  de  St.  Jean ; 
but  he  makes  no  mention  of  the  Revelation,  which  ga\e 
his  adversary  Martin,  for  whdm  he  attempted  to  solve 
difficulties,  an  opportunity  of  raising  new  objections. 

Whether  this  manuscript,  which  is  quoted  Luke  xxii. 
30,  67.  2  Cor.  xii.  11,1  Tim.  iii.  3.  contained  the  whole 
of  the  New  Testament,  and  whether  the  infrequency  of 
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the  quotations  is  to  be  ascribed  to  the  neglect  of  Ste« 
pbens;  whether  it  contained  only  single  leaves  of  St. 
Luke's  Gospel,  and  the  Epistles;  or  lastly,  whether 
these  tliree  quotations  are  mere  errata,  can  never  be  de- 
termined till  we  have  discovered  the  manuscript  itself. 

llie  long  and  tedious  description,  that  has  here  been 
given  of  the  Codices  Stephani,  which  to  many  readers 
will  appear  superfluous,  though  others  will  consider  it  as 
indispensably  necessary,  might  have  been  avoided,  if 
Stephens  himself  had  taken  the  pains,  to  give  an  accurate 
description  of  his  manuscripts.  Instead  of  doubt,  we 
should  then  have  certainty,  and  the  numerous  contro- 
versies would  have  been  avoided,  relative  to  the  readings 
of  these  manuscripts ;  which,  in  reference  to  the  single 
text  1  John  v.  7.  have  filled  as  many  sheets,  as  compose 
his  large  and  splendid  edition  of  the  Greek  Testament. 
These  are  inconveniencies  to  which  posterity  is  unavoid- 
ably exposed,  when  a  critic,  through  hurry  or  neglect, 
leaves  his  labours  incomplete. 

238 — 242.  Codices  Thomas  Heracleensis.  I  have 
mentioned  above,  ch.  vii.  sect,  lu  that  Thomas  of 
Heraclea,  in  the  beginning  of  the  sixth  century*'',  pub- 
lished a  new  and  corrected  edition  of  the  second  Syriac 
version,  which  is  commonly  called  the  Philoxenian.  For 
that  purpose  he  made  use  of  several  Greek  manuscripts, 
preserved  at  that  time  in  the  monastery  of  St.  Antony, 
at  Alexandria,  and  added  their  readings  to  the  Syriac 
text.  A  complete  description  of  them  may  be  seen  in 
Ridley's  Dissertatio  de  Syriacarum.  N.  T.  versionum 
indole  atque  usu,  sect.  11.  and  13.  He  has  added  a 
copper-plate  representing  the. Syriac  text  with  the  Greek 
readings. 

It  appears  from  this  dissertation,  that  Thomas,  ac- 
ceding to  his  own  subscription^*,  collated  for  the 
Gospels  two,  or  as  it  stands  in  other  copies  of  this 
edition,  three  manuscripts.  In  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles 
and  the  catholic  episties,  he  had  only  one  manuscript : 
in  the  epistles  of  St.  Paul,  at  least  two,  as  appears  from 
the  marginal  note  to  Phil.  iii.  1 8.  but  whether  the  number 

was 


330  JfSS.  of  the  Greek  Testament.    chai».  viir. 

was  confined  to  two  only,  Ridley  is  unable  to  determine, 
because  the  latter  part  of  the  epistle  to  the  Hebrews, 
and  with  it  the  subscriptbp  of  the  editor,  is  wanting. 
They  amount,  therefore,  on  the  whole,  at  least  to  fiye"^ 
This  same  edition  was  agaiii  collated  by  fiarsalibs^s,  in 
the  twelfth  century,  with  four  manuscripts  ***,  but  they 
belong  not  to  the  present  chapter,  because  they  were 
probably  Syriac. 

As  the  four  Gospels  of  this  version  have  appeared  in 
print,  for  which' we  are  indebted  to  Professor  White, 
I  am  able  to  describe  them  more  particularly,  which 
I  ought  not  to  neglect,  as  it  may  spare  my  readers  some 
trouble  in  the  use  of  this  publication.  Most  of  the 
Greek  words,  which  are  written  in  the  mai^n,  are  not 
various  readings,  but  express  only  in  Greek  characters 
the  word  translated  or  adopted  in  the  Syriac,  whether  a 
proper  name  or  an  appellative»  which  appeared  of  im- 
portance to  the  translator  or  the  editor,  who  was  ex- 
tremely partial  to  the  Greek.  These  Greek  words  are 
sometimes  in  Ridley's  manuscript  very  unorthographi- 
cally  written,  the  most  frequent  errors  being  such  as 
arise  from  the  Itacism ;  in  other  mamis^ipts  are  found 
still  greater  errors,  the  copyists,  though  acquainted  widi 
Syriac,  being  ignorant  of  Greek  ^  The  few  following 
examples  may  serve  as  a  specimen  of  these  Grreek  notes, 
John  i.  42.  to  Ai^)^2^  in  the  margin  tov  ^vncwj  v.  43* 
to  \al^i  x^p^.  \\.  6.  to  (a^^f*  vJjftai,  and  to  }A«;if^  wfm, 

fUtCTfUTOeC.    V.  8.    «(;^IT^IXAIM«.    17.    ijAWOgUU.  ill.  1.    wxol»if*K 

and  ofx^i'*^. 

The  various  readings,  on  the  contrary,  are  generally 
expressed  in  Syriac,  but  they  have  not  always  reference 
to  the  collated  Greek  manuscripts,  but  sometimes  de- 
note *»^ 

1.  The  reading  of  the  old  Syriac  version,  though  at 
tlie  same  time  it  might  be  tbe  intention  of  the  editor  to 
si^iify,  dial  it  was  also  the  reading  of  one  of  the  Greek 

Alexandrine 

«  Se6  iht  Oiieot  Drbl.  Vol  XVI.  p.  164--S6S,  and  VoL  XVll. 
f,  126 — 133"*. 
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Alexandrioe  manuscripts,  jpor  instance  John  i.  1 8. 
joC^f  unigenitus  deus^  a  reading  which  might  have  stood 
in  the  MSS.  used  by  Thomas,  though  I  will  not  posi- 
tively af&nn  it  ^^\  Ch.  iii.  5.  after  ^3uaiu  «aa£^,  respondit 
Jesus,  is  added  the  marginal  reading  ovl  ;^]o»  et  dixit 
ei*''.  iv.  47 «  is  the  marginal  reading  jooi  c^\o  proximus' 
erat,  which  is  in  the  text  of  the  Peshito,  the  reading  of 
the  text  of  the  Philoxenian  being  jooi  r»t^  futurus  erati 
In  this  last  example,  the  reading  only  of  the  old  Syiiac 
version  could  be  meant,  as  it  is  difficult  to  comprehend 
bow  iff4f^Af,  the  Greek  reading,  could  be  otherwise 
expressed.  In  collecting,  therefore,  readings  from  the 
Syriac  marginal  notes  of  the  Philoxenian  version,  we 
must  not  always  conclude  that  they  were  taken  from  the 
collated  Greek  manuscripts.  . 

2.  #ome  peculiarity  in  the  New  Syriac  version,  or  an 
explanation  of  some  apparent  difficulty.  For  instance, 
an  explanatory  note  is  frequently  added  where  \a^  vitaj 
is  used.  John  i.  4.  the  text  of  the  Phil,  version  is 
(oai  woioA^i  \^  010,  in  eo  vita  erat,  on  which  we  6nd 
the  two  following  marginal  notes,  i^on  A.»i..v^  j^,  and 
Cmkc  a  .|  1  ^  mj  by  which  the  editor  intended'  to  signify, 
that  1^  is  expressed  in  Greek  by  ^019  (^^ii)  in  the  sin- 
gular, and  Uiat  tlie  plural  is  ^oa%  (C"*«\  that  no  one 
might  imagine  that  the  Ribbui,  the  sign  of  the  plural 
over  \L,  was  meant  to  convey  any  emphasis,  or  reli- 
gious mystery.  In  like  manner,  cb.  iii.  1 6.  36.  we  find 
again  the  note  Zu)jr%,  singulis  est.  Ch.  i.  52.  to  ^o^  ad, 
which  is  in  the  text' of  the  Philoxenian,  as  well  as  in  the 
old  Syriac,  is  added  the  marginal  reading  \1:^  super,  be- 
cause fir*  is  in  the  Greeks  Ch.  iii.  32  in  the  text  is  woi 
JM  where  the  pronoun  feminine  is  used  neutrally,  but 
in  the  margin  is  ji^;  001,  where  the  pronoun  masculine  is 
used,  which  is  nothing  more  than  a  diiferent  translation 
of  the  same  Greek  expression  «  fw^aia,  it^b^ing  absolutely 
ifflpdissible  in  this  instance,  that  the  readings  ey  c«^0iaci, 
and  im  f«f«xs,  could  ever  have  existed. 

As  l^iomas  of  Heraclea  lived  between  tlie  years  5 1 8 
And  533  '"'^  the  manuscripts  which  he  used,  even  if  he 

did 
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did  not  endeavour  to  procure  those  which  were  at  that 
time  the  most  ancient,  must  have  surpassed  in  antiquity 
the  oldest  that  are  now  extant,  such  as  the  Alexandrine, 
the  Ephrem,  and  the  Cambridge  manuscript:  but  if  he 
selected  such  as  were  at  that  time  two  or  three  hundred  ^ 
years  old,  none  of  our  manuscripts  can  be  put  in  com- 
petition with  them:  It  is  true  that  this  high  antiquity 
is  no  absolute  security  against  false  and  spurious  readings, 
of  which  examples  may  be  seen  among  the  extracts 
which  have  been  made  from  them:  but  Wetstein  laid 
to  them  a  charge  of  a  different  nature,  and  contended, 
that  they  were  interpolated  from  the  Latin,  a  charge 
which  is  wholly  incredible,  for  who  could  have  thus 
altered  Greek  manuscripts  in  the  monastery  of  St  An- 
tony in  Alexandria,  where  Latin  was  unknown,  and 
where  the  church  of  Rome  exerted  no  authority"*'? 
The  Coptic,  not  the  Latin,  is  the  version  with  which 
the  greatest  coincidence  might  be  expected,  and  this 
is  confirmed  by  actual  experience,^  but  no  inference 
therefore  can  be  drawn  to  their  disparagement,  since 
the  Coptic  version,  being  made  from  Egyptian  copies 
of  the  Greek  Testament,  mjust  necessarily  agree  with 
Alexandrine  manuscripts.  Wetstein  goes  even  a  step 
farther,  and  discovers  in  the  present  age,  in  the  libra- 
ries of  Europe,  all  those  manuscripts  which  Thomas 
collated  at  Alexandria,  in  the  sixth  century '''\  But, 
unfortunately^  he  has  discovered  a  greater  number  than 
Thomas  actually  used,  who  collated  only  two,  or  at 
the  utmost  three  manuscripts  of  the  Gospels,  whereas 
Wetstein  has  assigned  to  him  not  less  than  four,  the 
Alexandrinus,  Cantabrigiensis,  Ephrem^  and  Stepha- 
ni  n  ''K 

As  the  present  chapter  relates  to  the  manuscripts  of 
the  Greek  Testament,  and  those  which  were  tised  by 
Thomas  were  superior  in  point  of  antiquity  to  any  that 
are  now  remaining,  it  is  necessary  to  give  a  specimen 
of  their  readings,  which  I  will  not  select  from  detached 
passages,  but  to  avoid  all  appearance  of  partiality,  will 
examine  four  whole  chapters  of  St.  John's  Gospel '""^ 

Ch.  i. 
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Ch.  1.  28.  for  |«i:;k  Aaoo  is  in  the  margin  )o|;|iof:^, 
to  which  is  added  in  Greek  cy  BnaCa^a,  «y  Buot^ia.  Now 
this  Qiargiual  Syriac  reading,  which  is  written  in  Ridley's 
manuscript,  appears  to  be  an  erratum  for  w\s\  |;.ai^,  is 
the  well  known  alteration  of  Origen,  who  corrected 
Bn^oMTift  to  BndaCa^a,  which  is  found  in  all  our  present 
editions '''^.  And  it  is  probable  that  this  reading  was 
soon  adopted  in  the  Greek  manuscripts  of  Alexandria, 
though  Bethania  is  the  reading  both  of  the  old  Latin, 
and  of  the  Vulgate.  It  may  be  here  remarked,  that 
BuftCiif »  and  Bfiatvics,  for  Bn^ftCo^ft  and  fin^ftyiM,  is  Syriac 
pronunciation,  for  the  Syrians  pronounced  Zua,  as  if  it 
were  written  tt£>'*^.  V.  39.  for  ^j^sooi,  quod  di- 
citur,  is  the  marginal  reading  woioA#}!  ooi,  quod  est,  that 
is,  0  rr»  for  0  Aiy«T«»,  a  reading  which  is  found  in  no 
Greek  manuscript,  nor  even  in  the  Latin.  V.  40..  for 
oZ]o,  et  venerunt,  is  in  the  margin  \L:>oi  oZj,  venerunt 
igitur,  that  is,  nxd'of  «f,  the  reading  of  many  Greek  ma- 
nuscripts, and  of  the  Coptic  version.  It  is  true  that  the 
Latin  Codex  Vercellensis  has  likewise  this  reading,  but 
it  cannot  be  said  to  be  a  latinizing  reading,  as  it  is  not 
only  wanting  in  other  Latin  manuscripts,  but  is  found  in 
the  Moscow  manuscript  noted  r. 

Ch.  li.  1  •  to  the  words  expressive  of  Cana  in  Galilee, 
is  added  in  the  margin  the  following  passage,  AA  \i^^^ 
IZo^^A^!  ];^  jooi  uao!  W^  ^001^  jooi,  et  vinum  non  ha- 
bebant  quia  dcfecit  vinum  convivii,  which  in  that  place 
is  unsuitable  to  the  context ;  and  in  smaller  Syriac  cha- 
racters IS  a  note  from  a  later  hand,  signifying  that  this 
addition  is  found  in  other  copies  of  the  Philoxenian  ver* 
skm'"^^  but  in  no  Greek  manuscript.  Wetstein  says, 
that  it  is  contained  in  Latin  manuscripts,  but  it  may  be 
asked  in  which  '"^^  ?  The  Ethiopic  version  has  at  the  end 
of  the  verse  a  similar  addition  '°^  V.  8.  a^\  ^»  ^cuoi, 
ipsi  autem  tulerunt,  agreeably  to  the  reading  of  the 
Coptic  version,  and  of  several  Greek  manuscripts,  which 
have  o»  ii  nytyxav,  but  this  reading  is  neither  in  the  Vulgate, 
nor  in  the  old  Latin.  To  the  Greek  MSS.  quoted  by 
Wetsteio,  may  be  added  two  Moscow  manuscripts,  which^ 

no 
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no  one  will  suspect  of  having  been  corrupted  from  the 
Latin  V.  ii.  isaiii^  Vooi,  sic  crediderunt,  for  0^:11*010, 
et  qrediderunt,  but  »t»?  ivinv<rAy  is  in  no  Greek  manu- 
script. Ver.  15.  to  p,^ta,  flagellum,  is  added  the  mar- 
ginal reading  ^),  quasi;  agreeably  to  the  text  of  the  Vul- 
gate, and  of  several  important  Greek  manuscripts,  which 
have  laroifKray  <a^  f^xytXXiovy  but  it  cannot  be  termed  a 
latinizing  reading,  because  it  is  found  in  Origen. 

Ch.  iii.  6.  ]j^;  _icc  Jaio  _:c,  which  would  be  expressed 
in  Greek  tx  m  vfotro^  kch  th  wv^fAAro^y  the  reading  of  no 
Greek  manuscript  now  extant.  V.  8.  \\ifJa-Uoj,  aut 
quo  vadat,  agreeably  to  the  old  and  new  I^tin  versions, 
and  the  Codex  Alexandrinus,  which  has  d  vx  vwotyn. 
This  is  the  first  example  in  favour  of  Wetstein's  accusa- 
tion. V.  1  f .  is  a  reading  which  Wetstein  has  inverted, 
ascribing  to  the  margin,  what  is  really  in  the  text; 
in  the  latter  is  ^ju:^t^?  ^ci?,  that  is,  a  otfafAip^  which  is 
found  in  no  Greek  manuscript,  in  the  former  is  wcn?,  to 
denote  that  it  ought  to  be  0  otixfAiVj  the  reading  of  all  our 
manuscripts  and  editions.  After  ver.  36,  is  added  in 
the  margin  ^^o.  001  y^^A*}  -^^  ;Aoo,  which  would  be 
expressed  in  Greek  by  xai  fAtra  ravra  vra^to^n  0  luavvijr, 
which  being  found  in  no  manuscript,  or  version,  is  evi- 
dently a  scholion,  and  was  probably  intended  as  such. 

Ch.  iv.  1.  in  the  margin  is  ^;:o,  Dominus,  forwo^*, 
Jesus,  in  the  text:  the  former  is  the  common  reading  of 
the  Greek  maaoscripts,  which  have  xuj lof,  but  the  latter 
is  both  in  the  old  and  the  new  Latin  version.  V.  23. 
];;j»?  )»>o?o,  that  is,  £v  viftviMAti  Tf)c  mXfi^iiagy  a  reading 
^hich  has  no  other  evidence  in  its  favour,  and  which 
Wetstein  has  omitted.  V.  25.  ^^-^^^^  that  is,oi^«pw, 
for  which  Wetstein  quotes  six  manuscripts,  and  among 
them  the  Codex  Stephani  i»,  but  though  he  particularly 
iuspected  this  manuscript,  the  reading  in  question  could 
not  have  been  taken  from  the  Latin,  because  it  is  found 
in  the  Coptic  version*'**,  and  in  two  Moscow  manu- 
scripts quoted  by  Matthai,  whereas  the  Codex  Brixiensis 
is  the  only  Latin  manuscript,  in  which  it  has  been  dis* 
covered.     V.  43.  Wi|o,  that  is,  x«*  ax^n '",  the  reading 

of 
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of  the  Coptic'-*,  and  of  the  old  Syriac,  from  which  the 
Philoxenian  had  deviated  in  having  \L\o.  V.  45.  c\jji 
yr>Sf  ^V->j  qui  viderant  omnia  quae  fecerat,  which  cor-* 
responds  to  the  common  Greek  reading,  whereas  the  text 
itself  of  the  Philoxenian  version  has  here  no  word  expres- 
sive of  %J»9rou 

It  is  evident  from  these  examples,  first,  that  the  manu- 
scripts collated  by  Thomas  had  not  been  altered  from  the 
Latin  version ;  secondly,  that  they  were  allied  to  the  Cop- 
tic  version ;  thirdly,  that  they  were  not  the  four  manu- 
scripts, oa  which  Wetstein's  conjecture  fell,  none  of  which 
have  so  many  deviations  in  these  few  chapters ''';  and 
fourthly,  that  one  of  the  manuscripts  collated  by  Thomas, 
had  probably  readings  of  little  -value.    * 

For  the  first  extracts,  that  were  given  of  these  mar- 
ginal readings  of  the  Philoxenian  version,  we  are  in- 
debted to  Wetstein,  who  quotes  them  under  the  title* 
Yersio  Syriaca  in  margine.  He  took  a  journey  to  Eng- 
land in  1746,  in  order  to  collate  the  manuscript  of 
Ridley,  00  which  he  bestowed  only  fourteen  days«  It 
were  to  be  wished  that  he  had  employed  the  interval, 
which  he  had  confined  mthin  too  narrow  limits,  in 
fiuthfolly  transcribing  all  the  readings  which  had  been 
collated  by  Thomas ;  but  he  appears  to  have  been  too 
sanguine,  and  too  partial  to  his  favourite  system.  He 
complains,  that  after  having  expected  to  find  the  extracts 
of  three  or  four  manuscripts,  whose  antiquity  exceeded 
a  thousand  years,  which  might  confirm  the  genuine 
readings  of  the  Greek  Testament,  he  met  with  the  mor? 
tifying  disappointment  of  discovering  only  the  readings 
of  the  Itala,  or,  which  he  supposed  to  be  the  same  thing, 
those  of  the  Codd.  Alex.  Cant.  £pbr.  and  Stephani  n  '. 

That 

'  As  it  may  appear  incredible  that  a  critic  should  write  in  this 
aianoer,  1  will  subjoin  Wetstein's  own  words,  taken  from  pb  112  of 
his  Prolegomena.  Erectus  fui  in  spem  uno  intuitu  videndi  tres'  ant 
quatuor  codices  Grsecos  mille  annorum  aetatem  superantes,  atque  ge- 

UDinam  lectionem  asserturos.     Quid  invenerim  paucis  exponam. 

Dtco  antem  non  potest  quam  Tehementer  perculsus,  atque  ex  magna 
tpe  dcturbaUis  fuerim,  cum  videreni  plerasque  omnes  istaft  variantw 
lectiooes  ex  versione  Itala,  hoc  est,  ut  puto,  ex  ipais  quos  supra  de<* 
•crifsiy  codicibus  A.  C.  D.  et  L.  esse  petitas. 
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That  his  extracts  are  neither  complete,  nor  accurate,  ap« 
pears  from  the  preceding  examples,  taken  from  the  four 
first  chapters  of  St.  John. 

With  respect  to  the  Evangelists,  we  can  at  present 
have  recourse  to  the  source  itself,  since  Professor  White 
has  published  Ridley's  manuscript,  with  all  the  va- 
rious readings  that  are  written  in  the  margin.  And 
those  who  wish  to  have  complete  information,  must 
have  recourse  to  this  'Work,  as  extracts  have  hitherto 
been  given  from  it  in  no  critical  edition  of  the  Greek 
Testament  ^'^  But  Ridley's  manuscript  of  the  Philox- 
enian  version  contains  not  all  the  various  readings  of  the 
Greek  manuscripts,  which  wete  collated  by  Thomas,  as 
appears  from  the  Roman  manuscripts  examined  by  Ad* 
ler,  who  found  in  one  of  them''^  Matth.  xx.  28.  the 
well  known  addition  in  the  ninth  section  of  the  sixth 
« chapter  accompanied  with  the  following  important  re- 
mark :  *  In  the  ancient  copies,  (viz.  of  the  Syriac)  this 
is  usually,  found  only  in  the  fifty-third  chapter  of  St 
Luke,  but  in  the  Greek  MSS.  it  is  in  this  place  also,  for 
which  reason  it  is  here  added.'  More  examples  of  va- 
rious readings,  contained  only  in  the  Roman  nianuscripts 
may  be  seen  in  the  Orient.  Bibl.  Vol.  XVIII.  p.  175 — 
1 78  ^'^  In  short,  this  is  a  subject  in  which  we  ane  still 
in  a  state  of  infancy  '*^ 

243*  Tigurinus,  noted  56  in  the  second  part  of  Wet- 
stein's  N.  T.,  a  manuscript  of  the  epistles  of  St.  Paul, 
written  by  Zwingli  in  1516,  for  his  own  private  exercise 
in  the  Greek  language.  Wetstein  supposes  that  it  was 
copied  from  the  first  edition  of  Erasmus.  If  this  opinion 
be  true,  I  know  not  why  he  has  quoted  the  Cod.  56 
among  the  other  manuscripts  of  the  Greek  Testament : 
on  the  other  hand,  if  the  opinion  be  erroneous,  it  is  ex- 
traordinary that  he  has  so  seldom  quoted  it  ''*. 

244.  Trin.  thus  abreviated  and  quoted  by  Mill,  is  a 
manuscript  belonging  to  Trinity  Hall  in  Cambridge"': 
in  the  third  part  of  Wetstein  s  N.T.,  it  is  Lectionarium  3, 
with  the  contents  of  which  I  am  no  further  acquainted, 
than  that  Mill  has  given  extracts  from  it  in  the  first  epistle 
of  St.  Peter,  and  first  epistle  of  St.  John. 

245.  Trit. 
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245.  Trit.  or  Trithemii,  noted  96  in  the  first  part  of 
Wetstein's  N.  T. ,  a  manuscript  of  the  Gospel  of  St 
John,  written  by  the  celebrated  Abbot  Trithemius '*% 
and  at  present  preserved  in  the  Bodleian.  The  first  ex* 
tracts  from  this  manuscript  were  printed  in  the  London 
Polyglot,  whence  they  have  been  transmitted  into  other 
collections.  Griesbach  has  again  collated  the  third  and  ^ 
fourth  chapters  of  St.  John :  but  he  relates  that  it  is  not 
free  from  orthographical  errors. 

246.  Fragin(;ntum  Tubingense,  not^  98  in  the  first 
part  of  Wetstein's  N.  T. ,  but  he  gives  no  account  either 
of  its  contents,  or  its  collation.  Now  Bengel  quotes 
Fragmentum  vetustissimum  in  bibliotheca  academic 
Tubiogensis  on  John  i.  40.  42.  [yet  Wetstein,  in  his  list 
of  errata,  p.  219.  says,  Tubingense]  lege  Turiccnse,' 
sive  Tigurinum  canticorum  Luc.  i.  et  ii.  psalterio  Uteris 
uncialibus  scripto  adjectorum.  This  is  mere  conjecture. 
At  present  we  have  more  certain  accounts  of  it,  from 
the  following  yrork,  written  by  Professor  Reuss,  Descrip- 
tion of  several  manuscripts  in -the -University  library  of 
Tiibingen,  1778'**.  It  is  nothing  more  than  a  single 
quarto  leaf  of  thick  vellum,  written  on  both  sides,  which 
a  book*binder  had  placed  before  the  works  of  Gregory 
of  Nazianzus,  and  mutilated  it  in  cutting  the  leaves  of 
the  volume.  It  contains  only  John  i.  38 — 50.  and  even 
in  these  few  verses  are  chasms,  occasioned  by  the  fault  of 
the  book*binder. 

247 — 249,  The  three  following  manuscripts  were 
originally- in  UfFenbach's  library '",  but  they  are  differently 
numbered  by  Bengel  and  Wetstein. 

Uffehbachianus  1,  as  noted  in  the  library  itself,  and 
as  quoted  by  Bengel-,  but  Wetstein  names  it  Uffenba* 
chianus  2,  and  notes  it  in  his  second  part  Cod.  53:  it 
is  a  fragment  of  the  epistle  to  the  Hebrews^  consisting 
only  of  two  leaves,  which  Bengel  styles^  *  pervetus,* 
and  Wetstein  refers  to  the  eleventh  century.  In  the  se- 
cond volume  of  the  Commercium  epistolicum  Uffenba- 
chianum,  frequent  mention  is  made  of  this  manuscript, 
both  by  Uffenbach  and  Mains,  who  suppose  it  to  be 
•    yoL.II.  Y  still 
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still  more  ancient  It  has  a  cbasm  from  ch*  iv.  3.  to  xii. 
90.  and  I  am  not  certain  whether  the  three  first  chapters 
are  complete.  It  has  been  collated  by  Bengd  and  Wet- 
stein.  This  is  the  only  manuscript  which  has  x^f*^  ^'% 
Het>«  ii«  9.  a  readii^  which  was  common  even  in  the  time 
of  Origen,  and  which  makes  a  total  alteration  in  the  sense. 
This  circumstance  makes  it  of  importance. 

U  ifenbachianus  2,  as  noted  bvBengeU  but  named  by 
Wetstein  Uffenbacbianus  1 ;  it  is  noted  in  the  second 
part  of  bis  Greek  Testament  Cod.  52,  in  the  third  45, 
in  the  fourth  1 6 ;  and  contains  tb^  catholic  epistles^  the 
Revelatbn  of  St.  John,  the  epistles  of  St  Paul,  and  the 
Acts  of  the  Apostles.  This  manuscript  has  been  like- 
wise collated  both  by  Bengel  and  Wetstein,  and  the 
former  has  observed  that  it  harmonizes  with  the  Covel.  9, 
described  N*  106.  Wetstein  calls  it  Codex  admoduon 
bterpolatus*  It  is  the  only  manuscript  which  has  vff  1 
vfMMf,  Ephes.  vi.  22.  which  affords  an  excellent  meaning, 
if  the  preceding  verb  be  divided,  namely  yMm  into  yny 
iTf,  and  we  read  im  yvy  n  vi^i  v/Minr'^'. 

Uffenbacbianus  3,  noted  101  in  the  first  part  of  Wet- 
stein's  N.  T. ,  a  very  modem  manuscript  of  the  Gospd 
of  St.  Johni  which  Bengel  supposed  to  have  been  copied 
from  a  Basel  edition,  and  has  therefore  seldom  quoted. 
The  extracts,  which  were  made  from  it  by  Maius,  have 
been  communicated  by  Pn^ssor  Schultz,  and  printed 
in  the  second  volume  of  the  Orient  Bibl.  N"*  34.  It 
appears  also  from  the  account  which  he  has  given  of  it, 
that  it  was  written  by  one  Nicolaus,  a  monk  of  the  mo* 
nastery  of  Hirsau,  in  the  year  1 500  '^. 

249.  Bibliotbecse  S.Victoris  Parisiis,  num.  774,  noted 
by  Griesbach  Cod»  1 20,  has  been  described  above,  N* 
236,  under  the  title  Cod.  Stepb^ni  U  '*^ 

250.  Usseri  1,  noted  €3  in  the  first  part  of  Wet- 
stein's  N.  T. ,  contains  the  four  Gospels.  In  the  Oxford 
edition  of  Bishop  Fell,  are  found  extracts  from  this  ma* 
nuscript  in  St.  Luke  and  St.  John,  but  Mill  has  inserted 
in  his  edition  extracts  from  all  the  four  Gospels,  which  ho 
had  procured  from  Richard  Bulkely. 

2jt.  UsiKrii 
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251.  Usscrii  2,  noted  in  the  London  Polyglot  Em. 
and  in  the  first  part  of  Wetstein's  N.  T.  Cod.  64,  is  k 
neat  copy  of  the  four  Gospels.  Extracts  were  first  given 
irom  it  in  the  London  Polyglot,  where  it  was  noted 
Em.  as  making  probably  the  first  part  of  a  manuscript 
belonging  to  Emanuel  College,  which  I  have  described 
above,  N*  61.  More  complete  extracts  were  comtnuni^ 
cated  to  Mill  by  Bulkely  ***. 

252.  Codices  Laurentii  Vallte,  noted  82  in  the  first 
part  of  Wetstein's  N.  T.,  in  the  second  51,  in  the  third 
44,  in  the  fouith  5. 

Laurentius  Valla  '*'  has  written  i^emarks  on  the  Latin 
New  Testament,  in  which  he  generally  censures  the 
Latin  version,  and  observes  that  this,  or  that  reading,  is 
diflferent  in  the  Greek,  This  work,  which  for  the  time 
when  it  was  written,  as  criticism  was  at  that  time  in  its 
infancy^  has  great  merit,  was  discovered  in  a  library  by 
Erasmus,  who  under  the  patronage  of  Christopher  Fis^ 
eher,  prothonotary  to  the  Pope,  published  it  in  1 505, 
under  the  followmg  title,  Laurentii  Vallensis  viri  tarn 
gnecas  quam  latinse  linguae  peritissimi  in  latiilam  N.  T. 
interpretationem  ex  coHatione  Graecorum  exemplarium 
adootationes  apprimn  utiles.  The  opinion  of  Valla  is 
at  present  of  little  importance :  he  engaged  in  a  branch 
of  literature  which  was  entirely  new,  and  of  which  he 
perceived  not  the  full  extent:  he  imagined  therefore 
that  what  he  found  in  a  few  Greek  manuscripts,  was 
contained  in  all,  and,  if  the  Latin  was  difierent,  that  it 
sboaM  be  condemned  without  a  further  bearing.  Not  all 
d)e  censures,  which  are  in  Mill's  Prolegomena,  ^1086^ 
10879  appear  to  be  grounded,  and  I  would  rather  retain 
iutn,  Mattb.  V.  22.  with  Valla,  than  reject  it  in  confor- 
mity to  AfilP**.  But  without  entering  further  into 
tbb  inquiry,  let  us  examine  matters  of  fact,  and  con- 
rider  the  readings,  which  he  actually  found  in  his 
manoscripts. 

These  he  has  no  where  circumstantially  described,  but 
agreeably  to  liie  usual  practice  of  the  learned,  when  cri- 
tidstn  was  in  its  childhood,  proceeds  immediately  to 

T  2  collars 
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collate  the  Latin  text,  with  manuscripts  unknown  to  his 
readers.  We  are  ignorant  therefore  of  the  number  which 
he  used,  of  the  book3  which  they  contained,  of  the  age 
in  which  they  were  written,  of  the  library  where  he  found 
them,  and  of  the  place  where  they  have  been  since  pre- 
served. It  is  therefore  not  impossible  that  we  often  quote 
Valla  for  a  reading,  which  we  had  before  quoted  from 
another  manuscript,  and  produce  therefore  tlie  same  evi- 
dence twice,  under  different  names.  He  collated,  and 
quoted,  not  only  Greek,  but  Latin  manuscripts.  As  it 
is  probable  that  they  are  still  extant,  .and  that  a  part  of 
them  at  least  has  been  consulted,  and  quoted  under  dif- 
ferent names,  a  further  description  would  be  unnecessary, 
had  not  the  controversy,  relative  to  the  celebrated  pas- 
sage, 1  John  v.  7*  occasioned  a  more  minute  examination 
of  various  manuscripts,  and  among  them  those  of  Lau- 
rentius  Valla,  which  have  afforded  subject  of  dispute,  in 
regard  to  their  number  and  contents. 

Valla  himself  savs  on  Matth.  xxvii.  12.  tres  codicea 
Xiatmos^  et  totidem  GrsBcos  habeo,  cum  haec  comi)ono, 
el  nonnunquam  alios  codices  consulo.  Now  we  have  no 
reason  to  suppose  that  these  included  more  than  the 
Gospels,  of  which  he  had  three  Greek  manuscripts  in 
his  possession,  but  they  hardly  included  the  whole  New 
Testament.  Nor  is  this  account  contradicted  by  what 
he  writes  on  John  vii.  29.  *  quserebant  eum  apprehen- 
dere.'  Septem  Grsecaexemplaria  legi,  quorum  m  singu- 
lis ita  scriptum  est,  '  ego  scio  eum,  quia  ab  ipso  sum  et 
ille  me  misit.  Queerebant  i^tur  eum  apprehendere.' 
CiBtera  verba  absunt,  neque  a  Grsecis  exemplaribus 
tantum,  sed  etiam  a  plerisque  latinorum.  For  though 
Valla  had  only  three  copies  of  the  Gospels  in  his  own 
possession,  he  might  on  this  passage  have  consulted  seven, 
in  which  the  clause,  *  et  si  dixero,  quia  nescio  eum,  ero 
similis  vobis  mendax/  which  is  added  in  several  Latin 
manuscripts,  was  not  contained.  Wetstein  therefore  had 
no  reason  to  assert  that  Valla  wrote,  '  grasca,'  by  mis- 
take for  *  latina  exemplaria,'  since  Valla  clearly  distin- 
guishes the  Latin  from  the  seven  Greek  manuscripts; 

6  nor 
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nor  on  the  other  hand  was  Martin,  with  other  advocates 
for  1  John  v.  7,  justified  in  contending  that  these  seven 
Greek  manuscripts  comprehended  the  whole  of  the  New 
Testament.  The  number  of  manuscripts  which  Valla 
used  of  the  first  epistle  of  St.  John,  is  not  to  be  deter- 
mined by  the  number  of  those  which  he  had  of  the 
Gospels  :  the  conclusions  therefore  of  both  Emlyn  and 
Martin  were  ungrounded. 

Though  the  manuscripts '  of  Valla  are  not  known  to 
us  by  name,  it  is  highly  probable  that  many  of  them 
have  been  again  collated  in  modern  times.  There  is  no 
reason  therefore  to  suppose  that  they  contained  read- 
ings, that  are  found  in  no  manuscript  with  which  we 
are  at  present  acquainted,  and  least  of  all  that  they 
had  the  celebrated  passage  in  the  first  epistle  of  St. 
John,  which  in  so  many  manuscripts  has  been  sought 
in  vain.  But  the  advocates  for  this  passage  have  con* 
tended,  that  it  could  not  have  been  wanting  in  Valla's 
manuscripts,  because  he  has  not  remarked  its  absence 
6rom  the  Greek :  a  very  precarious  inference,  since  it 
might  either  have  been  wanting  in  the  Latin  copy,  with 
which  he  made  the  collation,  or  he  might  studiously 
have  avoided  a  remark  on  so  delicate  and  controverted 
a  subject,  which  is  the  more  credible,  as  on  other 
accounts  he  had  been  greatly  exposed  to  persecution. 
This  at  least  is  certain,  that  fi'om  this  silence  alone 
we  can  draw  no  positive  conclusion.  This  circum-^^ 
stance  it  would  have  been  unnecessary  to  mention,  if 
the  name  of  Valla  had  not  been  so  frequently  intro- 
duced in  the  controversy  relative  to  the  above-men- 
tioned passage. 

As  it  is  probable  that  the  Codices  Vails  have  not  only 
been  quoted  in  later  ages  under  different  titles,  but  that 
tbe^  contain  the  same  readings  with  the  Codices  Barbe- 
rini,  and  other  collections  of  that  nature,  they  are  at  pre- 
sent of  little  importance,  except  in  the  book  of  Revelation, 
of  which  the  number  of  manuscripts  is  so  few,  that  the 
extracts  of  Valla  are  a  usefiil  accession. 

^53*  Vaticanus,  noted  B  in  the  three  first  parts  of 
Wetntein's  N.  T.    Though  there  are  many  maauscripts 
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of  the  New  Testament  in  the  Vatican,  several  of  which 
are  describ^cl  in  Blaiichini  Evanjgpeliariuoi  quadruplex, 
yet  that  which  is  noted  in  the  Vatican  library  1209,  and 
from  which  the  Septua^nt  was  printed  in  the  year  15871 
by  order  of  Sixtus  V.  is  called  in  general  Codex  Vatica- 
nus,  without  any  further  mark  of  distinction. 

This  manuscript  contained  originally  the  whole  Greek 
Bible,  including  both  the  Old  and  New  Testament,  and 
in  this  respect,  as  well  as  in,  regard  to  its  antiquity,  it  re- 
sembles none  so  much  as  the  Codex  Alexandrinus,  but 
no  two  manuscripts  are  more  dissimilar  in  tlieir  readings, 
at  least  in  the  Old  Testament'^'.  After  the  Gospels, 
which  are  placed  in  the  usual  order,  come  the  Acts  of 
the  Apostles,  which  are  immediately  followed  .by  the 
seven  catholic  epistles :  this  must  be  particularly  noted, 
because  some  have  contended  that  the  second  epistle  of 
St.  Peter,  wiih  the  second  and  third  of  St.  John,  were 
wanting.  Professor  Uwiid,  in  a  letter  \dated  Rome, 
April  12,  1781,  assured  me  that  he  had  seen  them  with 
his  own  eyes,  that  the  second  epistle  of  St  Peter  is 
placed  fol.  1434)  the  second  of  St.  John  fol.  1442^  the 
third  fol.  1443 :  then  follow  the  epistles  of  St  Paul,, 
but  not  in  the  usual  order.  For  the  epistle  to  the  lie- 
brews  is  placed  immediately  after  those  to  the  Ibessa* 
lonians;  and  it  is  not  improbable,  that  in  the  more 
ancient  manuscript,  from  which  the  Cod.  Vat  was 
copiedj  this  epistle  was  even  placed  before  tfai^t  to  the 
Epbesians,  and  immediately  after  the  epistle  to  the 
Galatians  \  For  the  epistles  of  St  Paul  are  divided  into . 
93  sections,  by  figures  written  in  the  mar^  with  red 
ink ;  but  the  epistle  to  the  Galatians  ends  with  59,  and 
that  to  the  Ephesians  be£;ins  with  70 ;  the  epistle  to  the 
Ijebrews,  on  the  contrary,  begins  60,  and  ^nds  with 
^9'^^  With  the  words  af^MfMy  rtf  d-f^,  Heb.  ix.  14. 
the  manuscript  ceases,  the  remaining  leaves  bebg  lost. 
There  is  wanting  therefore  not  only  the  latter  part 
of  this  epistle,  but  tlie  epistles  to  Timothy,  Titus,  ' 
and  Philemon,   with  the  Revelation  of  St  John :   but 

this 

4  ProbaUy  becaOse  the  epis^  t6  the  Hebrews,  ss  will  tis  tbe  epis* 
ite  to  the  Galatians,  relates  to  the  abolition  of  the  Mosaic  law. 
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this  last  book,  as  well  as  the  latter  part  of  ihe  episde  t» 
the  Hebrews,  has  been  supplied  by  a  modem  hand  iff 
tibe  1 5th  ceotui^  '*'.  In  many  places  the  faded  letters 
have  been  also  retouched  by  a  modem,  but  careful  hand ; 
and  when  the  person,  who  made  these  amendments,  who 
appears  to  have  been  a  mian  of  learning,  found  a  reading 
in  his  own  manuscript,  which  differed  ifrom  that  of  the 
Codex  Vaticaous,  he  has  noted  it  in  the  margin,  and  has 

gmerally  left  the  text  itself  untouched,  though  in  some 
w  examples  hfe  has  ventured  to  erase  "\  Beside  Mill 
and  Wetstein,  to  whose  Prdegomena  I  at  all  times  ta« 
citly  refer,  the  reader  may  consult  Pfaflf  de  variis  N.  T. 
lectionibus,  cap.  iii.  p.  53;  Hichtel's  Exercitatio  critica 
de  antiquitate  et  prssstantia  dodicis  Romani  prs  Alexan- 
drioo,  Jen®  1 734;  and  particularly  the  valuable  accounts 
which  have  been  given  us  by  rrofessor  Birch,  which 
he  has  communicated  as  an  eye-witness,  and  accurate 
collator  of  this  manuscript,  and  which  I  have  printed  in 
the  Orient  Bibl.  Vol.  XX 1 11.  N*  351.  He  has  given 
still  further  accounts,  in  his  Description  of  Greek  Manu- 
scripts of  the  New  Testament"',  published  at  Copen- 
hagen in  1 785,  but  as  this  work  is  unintelligible  to  those 
readers  who  are  unacquainted  with  Danish,  I  hope  he 
will  deliver  the  same  accounts  in  Latin,  in  his  Prolego^ 
mena  to  the  Greek  Testament  *^.  To  this  learned  critie 
must  be  added  Blanchini,  who  likewise  speaks  as  a  saga- 
cious and  faithful  eye-witness,  and  has  given  extracts 
from  the  manuscript,  and  a  fac  simile  of  its  characters^ 
in  the  £vangeliarium  quadruplex,  P,  L  p.  493 — 496  *'*. 
Wetstein  had  not  seen  thb  publication  when  he  printed 
his  Prolegomena,  he  could  therefore  derive  no  advantage 
ffxyro  this  valuable  work.  If  the  reader  thinks  it  Worth 
the  while  to  peruse  a  confutation  of  the  falsehoods  ad- 
vanced by  the  celebrated,  but  ignorant  vaunter,  Ame- 
lotte,  who  asserted  that  the  Codex  Vaticanus  contained 
1  John  V.  7.  he  may  consult  the  letters  which  De  Missy, 
published  in  the  Journal  Britannique  for  the  IfiUer  pfurt.of 
the  year  17591  and  the  beginning  of  1753. 
It  is  oertaia  that  this  manoseiipt  is  of  very  >btgh 

T  4  antiquity, 


344  MSS.  of  the  Greek  Testament,    chap,  viii^ 

antiquity >  though  it  has  been  disputed  which  of  the  two  i$ 
in  this  respect  entided  to  the  preference,  the  Vaticanus, 
or  Alexandrinus.  As  I  have  never  seen  it,  I  am  unable 
to  take  upon  me  the  office  of  a  judge ;  but  they  who 
have  seen,  and  examined  the  Vatican  manuscript,  ascribe 
to  it  a  greater  antiquity  than  to  the  Alexandrine.  The 
characters  of  both  manuscripts  resemble  each  other, 
except  that  in  the  Cod.  Alex,  they  are  more  elegantly 
formed  "^.  In  the  preface  to  the  Roman  edition  of  the 
Septuagint,  printed  in  1587,  the  editors  even  at  that 
time  ascribed  to  the  Vatican  manuscript  an  antiquity  of 
1 200  years.:  (bey  referred  it  therefore  to  the  fourth  cen- 
tury, a  period  to  which  the  advocates  for  its  great  rival 
refer  the  Codex  Alexandrinus.  The  arguments,  which 
have  been  advanced  by  Hichtel,  though  th^y  are  not 
convincing,  are  the  following  : 

a)  '  The  great  similarity  of  its  characters  to  those  on 
tlie  monufnent  or  pillar  of  Hippolytus',  which  as  he 
died  in  the  third  century,  must  have  been  erected  in 
that  age.' 

How  great  this  resemblance  is,  I  am  unable  to  deter- 
mine. Hichtel  has  not.  represented  it  to  the  eye,  but. 
appeals  to  Emanuel  Schelstraten,  who  ag^in  has  left  no. 
written  evidence  on  this  subject,  and  all  that  we  know 
of  it  is  from  Burnet  s  letters,  from  which  it  appears, 
that  Schelstraten  compared  the  letters  of  the.  Vatican 
manuscript,  with  those  on  the  monument  of  Hippolytus, 
and  declared  that  they  greatly  resembled  each  other. 
But  if  we  admit  that  the  similarity  is  as  great  as  is  con- 
tended, the  criterion  is  insufficient  to  determine  the  par- 
ticular century,  and  shews  only  in  general  that  tlie 
manuscript  is  very  ancient  ^'^. 

b)  \  The  Gospels  are  not  divided  in  reference  to  the 
canons  of  Eusebins,  but  sjmply  by  red  figures,  written 
in  the  margin.      The  epistles  of  St  Paul  are  written 

without 

'  The  inscription  of  this  monument  may  bt  seen  in  Gruteri  corpus 
inscriptiunum^fol.  140, 141  .but  as  it  is  printed  in  cemmon  Greek  cha- 
raciers,  aud  is  not  a  facHEimile  of.  the  original,  we  are  unable  to  judge 
of  tue  Ce^ree  of  reseaiblance  batween  the  characters  tliexnselves. 
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without  any  separatiooy  in  one  contmbed  series,  and  are 
divided  into  93  sections.  The  epistle  to  the  Hebrews 
is  placed  before  those  wbieh  are  called  epistoles  pasto- 
rales, an  arrangement  usual  in  the  time  of  Eusebius, 
that  b,  in  the  fourth  century.     Vid.  Epipban.  Hasres. 

42. 

Now  this  arrangement  might  have  been  retained  by 
a  later  copyist,  who  preserved  the  order' which  he  found 
in  the  ancient  manuscript,  from  which  he  transcribed  "* : 
for  the  figures,  which  are  found  in  the  epistle  to  the 
Hebrews,  cannot  be  ascribed  to  the  writer  of  the  Vati^ 
can  manuscript,  but  have  been  taken  from  the  mQre. 
ancient  copy,  the  numbers  of  which  were  followed,, 
though  the  arrangement  of  the  epbtles  themselves  was 
Delected  *.  After  all,  this  argument  of  Hicbtel  applies 
rather  to  the  country,  or  the  edition  of  the  manuscript, 
than  to  the  period  in  wliich  it  was  written. 

More  moderate,  and  perhaps  more  accurate,  are  the 
sentiments  of  that  great  judge  of  antiquity  Montfaucon, 
who  in  his  Bibliotheca  bibliothecarum,  p.  3.  refers  the 
Cod.  Vat  to  the  fifth,  or  sixth  century,  and  adds  that, 
though  he  had  seen  other  manuscripts  of  equal  antiquity, 
he  had  found  none  at  the  same  time  so  complete, 
Blanchini  is  of  the  same  opinion,  for  he  has  written 
over  the  fac  simile,  ^  scriptus  videtur  ineunte  sceculo 
quiotof  and  to : this  opinion  we  are  warrianted,  by  thQ 
formation  of  the  letters  to  assent. 

So  far  in  regard  to  the  antiquity  of  this  manuscript. 
With  respect  to  its  internal  excellence ''^  I  prefer  it  to 
the  Codex  Alexandrinus,  and  shall  continue  to  do  so, 
till  I  am  convinced  that  this  preference  is  unjust.     The 

text 

*  The  opinion  which  Hichtel  advances,  §  ao.  that  at  least  some  of 
the  Gospels,  or  epistles  in  the  Vatican  AIS.  wore  copied  inline*, 
diately  from  the  Autographs,  or  the  originals  themselves,  will  he 
hardly  received  by  any  one,  who  is  acquainted  with  the  subject.  It 
15  evident  from  the  numbers  whiten  in  the  margin,  which  in  the 
epistle  tu  the  Hebrews  correspond  not  to  the  arrangement  ef  the 
epistles  themselves,  that  the  Cod.  Vat.  is  a  copy  of  a  more  ancient 
manuscript,  which  contained  not  single  Gospels,  or  epistles,  but  the 
whole  canon  divided  into  sections*  It  could  therefore  have  been  no 
autograph. 
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text  of  the  Septuagiot  is  uiuloubtedly  much  purer  in  the 
Vatican,  than  in  the  Alexandrine  manuscript,  and  m 
the  New  Testament,  charges  which  have  been  justly  laid 
to  the  latter  '^,  have  never  been  proved  against  the  for- 
mer. It  is  true  that  accusations  have  not  been  wanting : 
Mill  and  Grabe  contended  that  it  latinized,  but  this  has 
never  been  confirmed  by  any  solid  argument,  for  its 
agreement  in  many  readings  with  the  old  Latin  versions, 
is  no  proof  of  its  having  been  corrupted  from  them. 

Wetstein  has  brought  several  arguments  against  the 
purity  of  the  Cod.  Vaticanus.  He  appeals  to  Erasmus, 
who  condemns  many  of  its  readings  as  latinizing.  But 
the  bare  assertion  of  Erasmus,  without  proof,  is  not  to 
be  admitted,  especially  as  he  lived  in  an  age  when  cri- 
ticism was  in  its  infancy,  and  has  too  frequently  deter- 
mined in  favour  of  those  readings,  which  are  found  only 
in  the  most  modern  manuscripts.  But  what  Erasmus 
has  said  of  a  latinizing  Vatican  manuscript,  is  impro- 
perly applied  to  the  manuscript  in  question*,   unless 

Erasmus 

^  Erasniasy  in  the  prdace  to  bit  last  edition  ef  tbe  Greek  Te^ta- 
ncDt,  has  a  passage,  which  is  gtneraUy  ivpposecl  to  lelale  to  the 
Codex  Vaticaous.  He  first  asserts  thftt  a  maaoscript  preaenred  in 
the  Vatican,  and  written  in  capital  letters,  has  been  altered  from  the 
Latin  after  the  Florentine  council,  which  wns  held  in  order  to  form  a 
junction  between  the  Greek  and  Latin  chnrcfaes :  but  he  speaks  of  it 
merely  from  hearsay,  saying  *  talis  adhue  dicitur  adservaii  in  bib- 
liotheca  pontifica  majusculis  descriptis  Uteris/  Now  it  does  not 
ap|)ear  from  these  words  alone  that  he  meant  that  Vatican  mano* 
script  in  particular,  which  is  the  subject  of  our  present  inquiry, 
though  a  parallel  passage,  quoted  in  the  third  section  of  this  chapter, 
jgaakes  it  not  improbable  that  he  had  it  at  least  in  view.  On  this 
other  hand,  unless  he  was  grossly  mistaken,  he  could  not  mean  the 
Codex  Vaticanus :  if  it  be  asked  what  manuscript  he  meant,  if  he 
meant  not  this,  I  am  unable  to  answer  the  question,  and  Blaachini, 
IB  the  note  to  P.  L  p.  495.  says  the  very  same.  Afterwards,  Erasmus 
opposes  to  that,  which  he  had  before  mentioned,  ano^er  Vatican 
manuscript,  saying  '  quod  si  nos  urgent  autht»ritate  Vaticana  bib- 
liothecs.  Codex,  quem  secutus  est  in  N.  T.  Franciscns  Cardinalis 
quondam  Toletanus  non  modo  fuit  ejusdem  bibliothecas  verum  etiam 
a  Leone  X.  missus  est,  ut  hoc  veluti  bonae  fidei  exemplar  imiiarentur. 
Atqui  is  pene  per  omnia  consentit  cum  mea  editione/  If  then  this 
manuscript  is  the  same  as  that  which  Leo  X.  sent  to  Alcala,  and 
Erasmus  has  given  favounible  accouftts  of  its  readings,  it  cannot  be 
said  to  be  a  latinising  manuscript. 
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Erasmus  imagined  that  it  was  written  after  the  Florentine 
council,  which  if  he  really,  supposed,  he  was  guilty  of  a 
gross  mistake  '^\  Wetstetn  appeals  also  to  an  assertioa 
of  Bentley,  who  was  in  possession  of  extracts  from  the 
Codex  Vaticanus^^\  and  who  frequently  declared  to  hig 
friends,  that  it  agreed  in  almost  all  respects  with  the 
Codex  Alexandrinus.  If  Bentley  meant  this  of  the  read- 
ing  of  the  Vatican  MS.  it  is  a  very  extraordinary  asser- 
tion, because  it  is  well  known  that  the  Cod.  Alex,  ma- 
terially differs  from  most  other  manuscripts,  and  that  ia 
the  Old  Testament  at  least,  the  readings  of  the  Vaticaa 
are  diametrically  opposite  to  those  of  the  Alexandrine. 
But  perhaps  lientley  meant  nothing  more,  than  what 
must  be  striking  to  every  man,  that  no  two  manuscripts 
are  so  similar  to  each  other  in  antiquity,  characters,  and 
contents.  But  though  in  those  respects  so  similar,  yet 
in  regard  to  their  readings,  they  may  be  as  discordant  ia 
the  New  Testament,  as  in  the  Old  '**.  Lastly,  he  ap- 
peals to  Matth.  V.  22.  and  1  John  iv.  3.  in  which  places 
tlie  Cod.  Vat,  in  conjunction  with  the  Vulgate,  omitst 
iixn  and  x(*^^*  '^  o'afxi  %knX\AvT».  With  respect  to  the 
first,  and  most  plausible  of  these  examples,  I  readily  ad- 
mit, that  the  omission  of  lixfi  is  a  fault :  but  if  it  be  al* 
leged  as  a  proof  of  corruption  from  ttie  Latin,  it  must 
have  proceeded  not  from  the  old  Latin,  but  ifrom  the 
corrected  Vulgate  of  Jerom,  for  before  hfe  time  many, 
or»  as  I  would  engage  to  prove,  most  of  the  Latin  ma^ 
nuscripts  had  ^  sine  caussa.'  But  a  manuscript  of  su^h 
high  antiquity  will  be  hardly  suspected  of  having  beea 
altered  from  the  Vulgate.  Besides,  is  it  not  possible  that 
tbe  writer  of  this  manuscript  might  have  omitted  fixn^ 
even  thougli  he  had  never  seen  the  Latin  version  ?  If  it 
was  written  in  the  beginning  of  the  fifth  century,  the 
writer  was  a  contemporary  of  Jcrom :  and  the  same  se- 
vere princtpjes  of  morality,  which  induced  tbe  learned 
Cither  to  expunge  fix«,  and  to  declare :  omnis  irse  occasio 
tollitur :  radendum  est  ergo  '  sine  caussa'  quia  ira  veri 
justitiafh  Dei  non  operatur :  a  morality  which  in  that  age 
was  widely  propagated  in  the  Christian  worlds  might 

have 
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have  likewise  induced  our  transcriber  to  make  the  same 
omission.  It  seems  as  if  the  very  mention  of  this  manu- 
script, of  which  Bentley  had  refused  to  communicate  his 
extracts,  excited  Wetstein's  indignation,  of  which  we 
need  no  other  proof,  than  what  he  says  himself,  p.  24.  of 
his  Prolegomena,  that  he  had  requested  these  extracts, 
not  in  the  hope  of  discovering  in  them  genuine  readings, 
but  merely  with  the  view  of  demonstrating  that  the  ma- 
nuscript itself  was  of  no  value.  If  this  is  not  to  condemn 
unheard,  and  through  pure  prejudice,  I  know  not  what 
deserves  the  name  '**• 

According  to  the  account  given  by  Hichtel,  §  24* 
the  letters  of  this  manuscript  are  in  many  places  faded, 
and  have  been  retouched  by  a  modern  hand,  which 
probably  in  some  cases  has  been  productive  of  error.  Le 
Long,^  p.  1 60.  of  his  fiibliotheca  sacra  '^^,  says,  on  the 
evidence  of  Renaudot,  hie  codex,  in  quo  multa  reperi- 
untur  manu  recentiori  emendata,  non  est  adeo  antiquus, 
nee  bonse  notae,  cum  erratum  saepe  sit  ab  antiquario,  ut 
ad  me  scripsit  testis  oculatus  E.  R.  qui  eum  inspexit  et 
diligenter  examinavit.  Blanchini,  who  quotes  this  pas- 
sage, answers,  p.  593,  594.  the  objections  which  Le, 
Long  had  made  to  it$  antiquity,  but  tii^X  the  manuscript 
has  been  corrected  by  a  modern  hand,  he  seems  to  con- 
firm by  his  very  silence,  and  since  Wetstein  has  confirmed 
the  account  by  two  other  witnesses,  one  of  Hi^hich  was 
Schcepflin,  it  is  no  longer  to  be  doubted  '^.  In  the  use 
therefore  of  extracts  from  the  Cod.  Vat  it  is  necessary  to 
make  an  accurate  distinction  between  the  readings  of  the 
first,  and  those  of  the  second  hand. 

It  is  generally  supposed  that  this  manuscript  was  usdH 
by  the  editors  of  the  Complutensian  Bible,  and  even  that 
this  edition  was  almost  entirely  taken  from  it.  This  opi- 
nion is  grounded  partly  on  several  passages  in  the  pre- 
faces to  the'  Complutensian  Bible,  in  which  the  editors 
boast  of  having  received  from  the  apostolic  library  of 
Pope  Leo  X.  very  ancient  and  valuable  manuscripts ", 

which 

*  lu  the  preface  to  the  N.  T.  they  say,  *  illod  lectonim  non  lateat* 
non  qusvis  exemplaria  ioipreseioni  hole  archetypa  fnUse,  sed^anti- 

quiseima 
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nvbich  had  afforded  them  great  assistance';  partly  on 
some  expressions  of  Erasmus,  ^  bich  are  so  construed  as 
if  the  Pope  had  commanded  the  editors  of  this  edition 
to  follow  one  of  the  best  Vatican  MSS.  in  particular. 
Prom  these  data  MHl  has  formed  a  complete  history  of 
the  proceedings  of  the  Complutcnsian  editors,  in  which 
be  ascribes  to  them,  as  matter  of  fact,  m  hat,  in  his  opi- 
nion, they  miuht  or  should  have  performed  :  and  on  tlie 
supposition  that  they  chiefly  followed  the  Codex  Vati- 
canus,  he  has  selected  a  hundred  readings,  which  he 
believed  to  have  been  immediately  taken  from  it,  though 
I  will  not  positively  affirm  that  he  means  this  uianuscript 
in  particular,  since  the  account,  which  he  has  given  in  his 
Prolegomena,  ^  1 090,  is  not  perfectly  clear ;  and  no  man 
will  take  the  pains  to  follow  him  in  this  inquiry,  because 
be  produces  on  mere  conjecture,  and  without  the  least 
evidence,  four  or  iive  hundred  readings  as  taken  from  a, 
manuscript  which  he  had  never  seen. 

It  is  not  impossible  that  the  Cod.  Vat.  was  in  the  number 
of  those  which  were  sent  to  Alcala  by  Leo  X.  and  even 
that  which  was  particularly  riBcommended  by  him :  this 
however  is  certain,  that  the  Complutensian  Bible  very  fre- 
quently differs  from  it,  and  therefore  that  we  cannot  con- 
clude from  the  readings  of  the  one  to  those  of  the  other  '*^ 
I  relate  this  on  the  authority  of  Blanchini,  whose  words 
I  will  subjoin  in  a  note  ^ ;  and,  as  far  as  relates  to  the  Sep- 
tuagint,  every  man  can  determine  for  himself,  by  com- 
parmg  the  Roman  and  Complutensian  editions.  The  lat- 
ter I  have  frequently  found  more  correct  than  the  former. 

The 

quitsiiDa  emendatiBsimaqae,  ac  tantae  pr»tereavetustati8,ut  fidem  eis 
abrogate  nefaa  videatur:  qiue  sanctissimas  in  Chriato  pater  et  dotnintis 
Doster  Leo  X.  poDtifex  maximus  buic  instituto  favere  cupiens  ex 
apostolica  bibhotbeca  edncta  misit  ad  Keverendissimum  Dominum 
CanUnalem  Hispanis.'    More  passages  may  be  seen  in  Wetstein.    * 

*  Qui  nobis  in  hoc  negotio  maximo  fuerunt  adjumento,  as  Cardinal 
'  expresses  himself  in  the  Prologue  addressed  to  Leo  X. 


▼  Fallontar  qui  putant  ad  solum  exemplar  ex  bibliotbeca  Vaticana 
tappeditatum  a  Leone  X.suam  editionem  exprimendum  curasseXime- 
vooi  cam  ab  ipsa  sepissjme,  &cta  a  nobis  collatione,  deflectat. 

Evangeliarium  Quadruples,  P.  L  p.  495. 
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The  Vatican  .manusGript  has  been  collated  more  than 
once.  Lucas  of  Bruges,  in  his  edjtion  of  the  four  Gos- 
pels, has  inserted  the  extracts  which  were  made  by  Wer- 
ner of  Nimeguen : '  it  has  been  likewise  quoted  by  An- 
tonius  Agellius  and  Johannes  Maldonatus;  and  what 
Wetstein  could  select,  from  these  and  other  publications , 
may  be  seen  among  his  various  readings.  The  most 
complete  extracts  were  those  which  Bentley  procured ; 
and  as  Wetstein  could  not  obtain  them,  it  were  to  be 
wished  that  the  whole  collection  were  published  '♦*.  Pro- 
fessor Birch  has  again  collated  it  in  1781,  and  discovered 
very  important  readings,  which  had  been  overlooked  by 
his  predecessors,  and  the  complete  extracts  which  he  has 
made  from  it  we  are  to  expect  in  the  Copenhagen  edi- 
tion of  the  Greek  Testament.  It  has  been  mentioned 
above,  that  the  Abb6  Spoletti  designed  to  publish  an 
exact  impression  of  this  manuscript,  that  he  delivered  for 
that  Durpose.a  memorial  to  the  Pope,  but  that  the  in- 
quisition, to  which  the  proposal  was  referred,  refused  its 
assent  Later  accounts  ascribe  the  refusal  to  Reg^o, 
the  present  Prefect  of  the  Vatican;  but,  whatever  be  the 
cause,  it  seems  that  we  have  little  hope  of  seeing  this 
manuscript  in  print,  unless  the  Pope  interposes  hb  autho- 
rity, and  appoints  a  committee  of  learned  men  to  super- 
intend the  publication. 

1254.  Vaticanus  165,  noted  58  in  the  second  part  of 
Wetsiein's  N.  T.,  contains  the  epistles;  but  Wetstein, 
though  he  has  numbered,  does  not  quote  it. 

255.  Palatino- Vaticanus,  n.  171,  noted  25  in  the  fourth 
part  of  Wetstein's  N.  T.,  is  a  manuscript  of  the  whole 
New  Testament,  written  in  the  be^Dfring  of  the  i4tti 
century.  Amekkte,  in  the  French  translation  of  the  New 
Testament,  has  quoted  several  of  its  reading8»  as  fieu*  as 
relates  to  the  book  of  Revelation ;  and  these  have  been 
copied  by  Wetstein. 

Beside  those  which  have  been  here  described^  there  am 
many  manuscripts  of  the  Greek  Testament  preserved  in 
(he  V  aiican.  Those  which  were  cuUaled  by  Caryopbihis 
bave  been  aliwdy  deacribed  ttiider  the  title  Codioes 

Barberioi^ 
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Barberini,  though  our  accounts  of  them  are  m  iooper* 
feet,  that  we  are  unable  to  ascertain  from  what  particular 
manuscript  each  particular  reading  was  selected.  Fur- 
ther information,  in  regard  to  the  Vatican  maDuscrtpt% 
I  am  at  present  unable  to  communicate ;  but  if  this 
edition  of  my  Introduction  bad  been  deferred  two  years 
longer,  I  should  have  been  able  to  derive  assistance  from 
the  expected  Copenhagen  edition  of  the  Greek  Testa** 
mem  ^^. 

256 — 271.  Velcsiani  XVI,  noted  Cod.  m,  in  the 
first  part  of  Wetstein's  N*  T.,  but  in  the  three  other  parts 
Wetstein  has  not  numbered  them,  because  he  held  tbam 
to  be  unworthy  of  quotation. 

Petnis  Faxard,  Marquis  of  Velez,  collated  sixteen 
manuscripts,  eight  of  which  were  borrowed  from  the 
library  of  the  King  of  Spain,  and  wrote  from  them 
various  readings  in  his  copy  of  the  Greek  Testament,  but 
without  noentioning  what  manuscripts  in  particular,  or 
even  bow  many  in  general  were  in  favour  of  each  quoted 
reading.  This  collection  fell  into  the  hands  of  Mariana^ 
who  found  their  coincidence  with  the  Vulgate  so  remarks- 
able,  that  they  excited  his  suspicion,  of  which  an  account 
may  be  seen  in  Wetstein.  In  short,  Mariana  speaks  of 
theoi  in  so  doubtful  and  unfavourable  a  manner,  that 
Wetstein  is  unjust  in  supposing  that  he  was  guilty  of  an 
imposture  '.  Mariana  gave  the  collection  to  de  ia  Cerda, 
who  printed  them  in  the  ninety-first  chapter  of  his  Ad  ver*- 
saria  sacra.  From  this  work  they  have  been  copied  by 
the  editors  of  the  London  Polyglot  by  Amelotte,  Fell, 
Mill,  and  Bengel.  Wetstein  has  numbered  them  in  hiB 
catalogue,  but  not  quoted  them. 

The  Velesian  readings  agree  in  almost  all  cases  with 
the  Vulgate,  and  of  those  examples,  which  differ  fiDm 
the  printed  text  of  the  Vulgate,  many  are  found  in 
Latin  manuscripts,  as  my  late  father  has  shewn  in  his 
Tractatio   critica   de  variis   lectionibus    N.  T.    cautt 

colligendis, 


■  DaUtD  utnm  Msmaa  mnim  fiM,  at  imptrttHt  potNS  fioita* 
'     sit. 
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<:oUigendis  \  who  has  quoted  passages  for  that  purpose, 
from  a  manuscript  of  the  Latin  Bible,  which  belonged  to 
Dr.  Ludwig.  They  have  even  manifest  errata,  which  can 
be  ascribed  only  to  the  Latin :  for  instance  Luke  x.  30. 
a$aS?iiTti¥f  instead  of  viroXaim  the  reading  of  all  other 
Greek  manuscripts.  Here  it  is  evident  that  ^  suscipiens/ 
the  reading  of  the  Vulgate,  had  been  falsely  written  in 
sotaae  Latin  manuscript  *  suspiciens/  and  that  some  per- 
son, who  corrected  the  Greek  from  the  Latin,  altered, 
in  consequence  of  this  erratum,  vwoXettav  to  M^Qxtwup.  In 
the  collection  of  Velesian  readings  alone  we  find  voAiyfor 
QixufAvrnVf  Acts  xvii.  6.  which  again  must  be  ascribed  to 
the  Latin.  The  old  Latin  MSS.  had  in  general  ^  orbem 
terrarum/  several  *  orbem'  alone,  which  in  the  modem 
Vulgate  has  been  falsely  written  ^  urbem/  and  hence 
arose  the  Velesian  reading  voAiy. 

Hence  it  follows  that  Velez  made  use  of  Greek  ma- 
nuscripts that  had  been  altered  from  the  Latin  ''^  But 
It  is  a  very  extraordinary  circumstance,  that  all  his  six- 
teen manuscripts  should  latizine  in  so  great  a  degree  :  it 
has  been  therefore  supposed  that  he  selected  those  read- 
ings which  coincide  with  the  Vulgate,  and  omitted  all 
those  which  differed  from  it  The  conjecture  is  not  im- 
probable, though  it  seems  to  be  weakened  by  what  my 
fieither  has  related  in  the  eighty-seventh  paragraph  of  the 
above-mentioned  dissertation,  that  some  of  the  Velesian 
readings  are  found  neither  in  the  printed  Vulgate,  nor 
in  any  manuscripts  of  the  Latin  Bible  hitherto  examined. 
When  he  collected  these  examples,  he  had  not  seen  the 
Evangeliarium  Quadruplex,  for  both  publications  ap- 
peared in  the  same  year ;  it  might  have  been  therefore 
conjectured  that  they  would  be  found  in  the  manuscripts 
published  by  Blanchini.  But  on  a  careful  examinatioQ^ 
I  have  found  that  several  of  the  Velesian  readings,  which 
my  father  could  discover  neither  in  the  printed  Vulgate, 
nor  in  any  Latin  manuscript,  are  likewise  wanting  in  the 

Evangeliarium 

*  §  87 — 9^'  i"  which  the  Velesian  readings  are  accurately  examined, 
and'to  which  those  readers  must  have  recourse  who  would  investi^te 
this  subject. 
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Ev&ngeliarium  qnadruplex.  '  Matth.  vi.  8,  Velez  has 
jfiTf  for  fx«Tf,  but  the  Vulgate,  and  ajl  the  other  Latin 
versions,  *  quid  opus  sit/ in  the  present  tense:  Matth,  x.  3, 
Velez  has  KayvafOf  for  AcCCaioc,  but  the  Latin  versions 
have  cither  *  L«bbeus/  or  entirely  omit  the  name  of  the 
Apostle :  Cannaeus  is  found  in  none.  It  is  true  that 
they  have  Cananaeus,  or  Chananaeus,  but  this  corres- 
ponds to  KflH^awTUf,  not  to  AfCCaioc.  Matth,  xvi.  3.  a  Ve- 
lesian  manuscript  omits  xdti  zr^m^  <nipff ov  x*</tA«y,  vu^^ «^f i 
yoif  a"r\)yval!fii>y  #  sf «»o?,  an  omission  observable  neither  in 
the  Vulgate,  nor  in  any  old  Latin  version:  ver.  6.  a  Velcs. 
MS.  omits  ftVTOK,  which  is  found  in  the  Vulgate,  and 
in  all  Blanchini's  manuscripts.  Matth.  xviii.  23.  a  Ve- 
lcs. MS.  bmits  aum  after  i^Xm  likewise,  in  opposition  to 
the  Vulgate,  and  the  MSS.  of  Blanchini:  and  Matth.xix.9. 
has  /kh  for  ci  /*»»,  whereas  the  Latin  versions  have  either 
*  nisi,*  or  *  excepta,'  (causa  adulterii).  To  avoid  pro- 
lixity, I  mention  no  more  examiples,  and  I  confess  that 
the  matter  is  still  doubtful. 

Wetstein,  wh^  was  at  all  times  too  much  inclined  to' 
suspect  an  imposture,  contends  that  Velez  collated  not 
Greek,  but  Latin  manuscripts,  a  circumstance  which  was 
either  unknown  to  Marianaj  or  which  he  has  concealed! 
Further,  that  Mariana,  who  found  these  readings  noted 
in  the  margin  of  the  third  edition  of  Stephens,  in  the  pre- 
foce  to  which  mention  is  made  of  sixteen  collated  Greek 
manuscripts,  falsely  ascribed  to  Velez,  what  has  reference 
only  to  Stephens. 

Now  the  several  parts  of  the  ac^cusation  correspond  to 
each  other  very  imperfectly :  and  it  is  impossible  that 
Mariana  could  mistake  the  printed  preface  of  Stephens, 
for  the  hand-writing  of  Velez.  All  the  proofs  that  are 
alleged  by  Wetstein,  in  support  of  his  conjecture,  amount 
to  nothing  more,  than  that  the  Velesian  manuscripts  had 
been  altered  from  the  Latin,  not  that  they  were  them- 
selves Latin;  and  his  first  argument,  which  is  drawn 
bom  tlie  bad  Greek  observable  in  these  readings,  proves 
rather  against  Wetstein  himself,  as  it  is  more  reasonable 
to  ascrite  this  bad  Greek  to  an  ignorant  transcriber  of 

Vol.  IL  2.  the 
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tlie  middle  ages,  than  to  the  Marquis  of  Vele2.  All  o\>^ 
jection  duly  weighed,  I  am  of  opinion  that  Velez  actually 
i|sed  G  reek  manuscripts,  that  sotne  of  them  had  been  in 
many  places  altered  from  the  Latin,  and  that  though  be 
did  iK>t  propose  to  select  merely  such  readings  as  cqd- 
firmed  the  text  of  the  Vulgate,  yet  be  preferred  in  ggonerai 
those  which  corresponded  to  it  '**• 

^72.  Vignerii,  noted  104  in  tlie  first  part  of  Wet- 
atein's  N.  To  a  manuscript  of  the  four  Gospels,  formerly 
in  the  possession  of  Vignier,  and  collated  by  Bigot  Hi& 
extracts  were  inserted  by  Wetstein  in  his  Greek  Testa- 
ment. 

373-  Vindobonensis  2,  noted  N  in  the  first  part  of 
Wetstein's  N.  T.,  contains  fragments  of  the  book  of 
Genesis,  and  the  Gospel  of  St.  Luke,  but  of  ttie  latter 
only  chapter  xxiv,  13 — 21.  and  39 — 49"*.  Wetsteia 
placed  it  in  his  catalogue  merely  on  account  of  a  single 
leading,  which  Lambecius  had  quoted  firom  '%  and 
which  Wetstein  held  for  a  manifest  errtUum  ^ ;  but  this 
is  not  so  obvious,  for  the  reading  is  vwy  defensible. 
This  reading  is  s-e$fi9t  ixftroy  f{«icarT«,  Luke  xxiv.  13.  and 
it  is  certain  that  Emmaus  was  not  sixty,  but  an  hun-* 
dred  and  sixty  stadia  fron^  Jerusalem,  thougb  there  was 
another  town  of  the  same  name,  which  lay  nearer.  In 
my  History  of  the  Resurrection,  p.  225 — 231,  1  ba?e 
treated  this  subject  more  at  large  '^^ :  the  reading  is  very 
ancient,  though  it  is  not  genuine,  but|  as  I  beUeve,  a  eoiv 
rection  of  Origen  ^^\  of  which  more  exaaqples  will  be 
given  chap.  x.  sect.  3,  In  Blanchini  Evangeliarium  qua- 
drupleKi  P.  L  p.  501,  some  aceount  is  given  of  this  ma«t 
fiuacript;,  and  a  fac  simile  of  its  characters  *^.  Tveschow, 
who  refers  tliis  fragment  to  the  setenth  century,  has 
printed  the  whole  of  it  in  his  Tentamen  descriptionia 
eodicutD  Vindobonensium,  p.  124 — 127'^^ 

374,  VifiK 

^  His  words  are,  v.  13.  pro  raitv^  t^nuorra  scriptum  est  r«'*ir(  ixa- 
rot  i{i)it0rr»,  quern  mfinifestvm  errorem  etiaro  ille  ipte»  tujus  manu 
codex  exarotus  est,  agaovit,  ideoqoe  Bingulis  vocis  $*atw  literit  suigula 
superne  imposuit  argeaUa  puocta^  ut  significaret  totam  ili^ni  vocein 
delendam  esse.  But  how  did  Wetstein  know  that  these  pj;)iiits  were 
added  by  the  copyist ""  ? 
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274-  Vindobonensis  ^8,  in  Mill  Vien.  for  Vicnnensis, 
and  io  Mastricht  s  Greek  Testament  Cses.  for  Csssareus^ 
noted  76  in  the  first  part  of  Wetsteitfs  N.  T.,  in  the 
second  49^  in  the  third  43,  contains  (he  whole  New 
Testament,  except  the  Revelation.  It  is  not,  as  Mill 
relates,  written  with  uncial,  but  with  small  Greek  let- 
tersj  of  which  a  fac  simile  is  given  in  the  first  plate  an- 
nexed to  Treschow's  Tentamen.  Those  who  refer  this 
manuscript  to  the  tenth  century,  ascribe  to  it  the  utmost 
antiquity  that  can  be  admitted,  and  it  is  tnore  than 
Trescbow  allows.  Gerhard  of  Mastricht  collated  this 
manuscript  in  1 690,  during  the  time  that  he  resided  as 
minister  at  the  court  of  Vienna.  Mill,  who  procured 
extracts  from  it  without  the  knowledge  of  Mastricht, 
ascribes  than  to  bis  coctntryman  Ashe,  but  these  are 
much  less  complete  than  those,  which  were  afterwards 
inserted  in  Mastricbt's  awn  edition,  and  thence  trans- 
ferred to  the  edition  of  Wetstein  '^*,  Tresehow,  though 
be  has  not  collated  this  manuscript,  has  yet  observed  a 
reading,  that  was  overlooked  by  Mastricht ;  his  collation 
tiMffefore  was  not  perfectly  exact  '^^ 

275.  Vindobonensis  29,  (not  22,  as  in  Wetstein) 
oot)^  77  in  the  first  part  of  Wetstein'^  N.  T.,  a  manu- 
script of  the  four  Gospds,  brought  from  the  library  of 
Kic^  Johannes  Corvinos.  Wetstein  quotes  it  on  Matth. 
vi.  13.  and  for  that  reason  has  assigned  it  a  place  in  his 
catalogue.  Trescbow  bas  described  it  in  his  Tentamen, 
p.  27 — 32,  and  given  extracts  of  its  readings  in  the 
Gospel  of  St  Matthew.  According  to  his  description, 
it  b^  been  corrected  by  four  different  hands,  exclusive 
of  the  first,  one  of  which  has  erased  the  whole  verse  John 
V.  32.  except  «AAof  friv,  and  substituted  iJt,«(rvf»v  vt^t 
fftsy  xai  oiia  ort  aAfi^fi;  tfip.  A  sixth  has  written  in  the 
margin  on  Matth.  vi.  13,  the  following  Latin  note  in 
Gothic  characters,  '^Nota  bene,  ^  quia  tuum  est  regnum, 
&c.'  desiderari  in  multis  codicibus  '^•.'* 

276.  Vindobonensis  1,  noted  57  in  the  second  part 
of  Wetstein's  N.  T.,  in  Trescbow  Lambecii  1,  contains 
the  whole  Greek  Bible :   but  it  is  defective  from  Rev. 

z  2  XX. 
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XX.  7.  to  the  eud  *^'.  It  was  brought  by  Busbeck  from 
Constantinople.  Wetstein  quotes  it  Mattb.  vi.  13.  but 
I,  am  not  certain  whether  he  has  ever  quoted  it  in  the 
epistles'**.  It  is  written  by  four  different  hands,  of  which 
the  same  that  wrote  the  Pentateuch  wrote  also  the  New 
•Testament.  Trescho\A'  has  given  a  fee  simile  of  all  four, 
<}escribed  the  manuscript  p.  57 — 61,  and  added  extracts 
from  the  epistle  to  the  Romans  ^  He  is  of  opiniod'  that 
it  latinizes,  on  which  subject  the  reader  may  consult  my 
Orient  Bibl.  Vol.  VI.  p.  18  *'♦. 

These  were  all  the  CJodices  Vindobonenses>  which  I 
was  able  to  describe  in  the  second  edition,  and  two  even 
of  these  hardly  deserved  a  place  in  a  catalogue  of  col- 
lated manuscripts.  The  following  have  been  collated 
by  Mr.  Treschow,  who,  as  well  as  Mr.  Pieiscber,  was  a 
native  of  Norway,  and  formerly  one  of  my  pupib.  After 
he  had  finished  his  studies,  he  quitted  Gdttingen,  and 
entei^d.on  a  literary  and  critical  journey,  the  result  of 
which  he  communicated  to  the  world  in  his  Tentamen 
descriptionis  codicum  veterum  aliquot  Griecorum  Novi 
Foederis  manuscriptorumy  qui  in  bibliotheca  Ciesarea 
iVindobonensi  asservantur,  published  at  Copenhagen  in 
.1773 :  so  excellent  a  work,  that  every  one  who  reads  it 
must  wish  that  the  author  would  devote  himself  entirely 
to  literature,  and  not  remain  simple  minister  of  a  con- 
gregation ;  and  that,  instead  of  confining  himself  in  Co- 
penhagen, he  would  spend  his  time,  in  invitation  of 
Wetstein,  in  critical  wanderings.  The  yfish  will  hardly 
be  fulfilled,  but  the  pleasure,  which  I  have  derived  from 
two  sudi  excellent  pupils  as  Treschow  and  Fleischer, 
who  resemble  each  other  not  only^  as  being  natives  of 
the  same  country,  but  as  being  pbssessed  of  an  .equal . 
share  of  learning,  is  already  great;  and  as  I  am  able  to 
enrich  this  Introduction  with  the  fruit  of  their  labours, 

my 

^  As  an  amendment  to  what  I  have  written  chap.  vi.  sect.  10.  re- 
lative to  the  position  of  the' three  verses  Rom.  xvi.  25—27*.  it  may 
be  noted  from  Treschow,  that  they  are  wanting  in  this  manusbiipt, 
both  at  the  end  of  the  fourteen^,  and  at  the  end  of  the  sixteenth 
chapter*'. 
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my  readers  vrill  pardon  tne  when  I  express  the  satifac- 
tion  which  I  feel. 

277.  Vitidobonensis  Lamhecii  34,  is  a  manuscript  of 
the  ActSy  Epistles,  and  Revelation,  and  was  in  the  begin- 
nings of  the  sixteenth  century  the  property  of  Arsenius, 
Archbishop  of  Malvasia  in  the  Morea.  Trescho\y  de- 
scribes the  manuscript  as  very  ancient,  but  this  seems  not 
to  be  confirmed  by  the  characters,  of  which  he  has  given 
a  fac  simile.  It  has  corrections  of  different  kinds,  and 
it  is  probable  that  several  of  them  are  critical  conjectures 
of  a  former  proprietor.  See  the  Orient.  Bibl.  Vol.  VL 
p.  19 — 21  ^**.  Professor  Hwiid  has  described  it  still  more 
accurately,  and  has  given  the  most  minute  extracts  from 
it  in  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles,  in  his  Libellus  criticus  de 
indole  codicil  Lambecii  XXXIV.  Havniae  17S5.  It  has 
a  great  resemblance  to  the  Moscow  manuscript  1. 

278.  Vindobonensis  Lambecii  35,  contains  the  Acts 
and  the  Epistles,  and  was  written,  according  to  Treschow, 
in  the  tw*elfth  century.  Its  readings  are  not  important. 
Many  of  them  I  have  found  in  the  Complutum  edition, 
even  where  it  is  not  quoted  by  Wetstein.  It  belongs 
therefore  .to  that  class  of  manuscripts,  which  w^re  prin- 
cipally used  by  the  Spanish  editors.  *  And  this  edition 
is  of  such  importance,  that  it  is  useful  to  know  the  manu- 
scripts which  are  allied  to  those  from  which  it  was  chiefly 
taken,  whether  we  discover  them  in  Spain,  Vienna,  or  in 
Copenhagen '^^ 

279.  Vindobonensis  Lambecii  36,  contains  the  same 
books  as  the  preceding,  and  appears  to  have  been  written 
10  the  eleventh,  or  twelfth  century  '^^ 

280.  Vindobonensis  Lambecii  37,  contains  likewise 
the  same  books*  Tresch^w  has  taken  from  it  only  four^- 
teen  various  readings  •'^. 

The  other  Vienna  manuscripts,  which  Treschow  has 
described,  but  not  collated,  belong  not  to  the  present 
catalogue  ^^. 

281.  Wakiani  Codices,  are  so  called  as  having  for* 
mcrly  belonged  to  Wake,  Archbishop  of  Canterbury, 

z  3  who 
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who  bequeathed  them  to  the  library  of  Christ  Churdi  in 
Oxford  ^7^ 

That  which  is  noted  73  in  the  first  part  of  Wetstein's 
N.  T.,  is  a  manuscript  of  the  four  Gospels,  is  supposed 
to  be  700  years  old,  and  was  a  present  from  Mauro  Cor- 
dato,  Prince  of  Wallachia.  Wetstein  procured  extracts 
of  it  from  John  Walker. 

2S2.  Wakianus,  noted  74  in  the  first  part  of  Wetstein's 
N.  T.y  a  manuscript  of  the  four  Gospels,  brought  from 
mount  Athos,  extracts  of  whicih  were  communicated  to 
Wetstein  by  the  same  person. 

283.  Wakii  I,  noted  26  in  the  fourth  part  of  Wet- 
stein's N.  T.,  contains,  beside  otlier  matters,  which  are 
foreign  to  our  present  purpose,  the  Revelation  of  St. 
John.  It  was  collated  by  Caspar  Wetstein,  and  Walker 
refers  it  to  the  eleventh  century. 

284.  Wakii  2,  noted  27  in  the  fourth  part  of  Wet- 
stein's N.  T.,  contains  the  catholic  epistles,  (with  excep- 
tion to  the  epistle  of  St.  James,  and  the  first  of  St.  Peter) 
the  Revelation  of  St  John,  all  the  epistles  of  St.  Paul, 
and  the  Gospels  as  far  as  Luke  vL  42.  This  manusoripl 
was  likewise  collated  in  the  book  of  Revelatidi^  by  Cas-^ 
par  WBtstein,  for  J.  Wetstein's  edition  of  the  Greek 
Testament.      ^ 

2S5.  Wheelerianus  1,  noted  68  in  the  &rst  part  of 
Wetstein's  N.  T.,  a  manuscript  of  the  four  Gospels^ 
brought  from  the  East  by  George  Wheeler  *^*,  and  col- 
lated by  MilL  It  has  a  very  remarkable  reading  John  xix. 
34.  nvoi^c  for  fvu^i,  in  which  it  coincides  only  with  the 
Vulgate  and  the  New  Syriac  ^*. 

286.*  Wheelerianus  2,  noted  95  in  the  first  part  of  Wet- 
stein's N.  T.,  contains  the  Gospel  of  St.  Luke,  banning 
with  chap.  xi.  2.  and  th^  Gospel  of  St.  John,  in  which 
two  leaves  are  wanting. «  It  was  collated  by  MiU. 

287.  Wheelerianus  3,  noted  Lectitonarium  3  in  the 
first  part  of  Wetstein's  N«  T.,  is  an  evangelistariua»^ 
which  was  brought  from  the  East,  and  collated  by  Mill. 
It  is  supposed  to  be  750  years  old, 

288.  West- 
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a88.  WestEDpnasteriensis  935,  noted  25  in  the  second 
part  of  Wetstem  s  N,  T.,  in  the  third  so,  a  manuscript 
of  the  Acts  and  the  Epistles,  preserved  in  his  Majesty's 
library.     It  was  collated  by  Wetstein  in  1716'^*. 

289.  Wincbelseanusi  npted  106  in  the  first  part  of 
Wetstein  8  N.  T.,  a  manuscript  of  the  four  Gospel% 
written  in  the  tenth  century,  and  the  property  of  Lord 
Winchelsea.  It  was  collated  by  Jackson',  Mhose  ex* 
tracts  Wetstein  inserted  in  his  Greek  Testament.  A 
remarkable  circumstance  is  related  by  Wetstein  relative 
to  this  manuscript,  that  an  Arabic  interpretation  of  the 
.  word  tro^fto-xfvii  is  added  Matth.  xxvii.  62.  and  that  its 
readings  agree  with  those  of  the  Syriac  version.  I  have 
made  the  same  observation  in  re^d  to  several  other 
manuscripts,  but  here  we  find  even  the  cause  of  this 
agreement:  for  it  appears  from  the  Arabic  interpreta^ 
tion,  that  the  manuscript  belonged  to  an  Arabic  Chris- 
tian; and  to  the  Christians  of  the  East  the  Syriac 
version  was  formerly  what  the  Vulgate  is  at  present  in 
tile  church  of  Rome.  I  have  also  discovered  examples  of 
agreement  between  this  manuscript  and  the  New  Syriac 
version^  for  instance  Mark  xii.  20.  it  for  ay'^^.  It  has 
ID  general  remarkable  readings,  which  are  found  either 
in  no  other  manuscript,  or  only  in  a  few,  but  those  ci 
good  juitbority,  of  which  the  omission  of  aurv,  Matth. 
xxTii.  60.  is  an  instance.  One  of  its  readings  appears 
10  be  the  result  of  a  correction,  made  to  avoid  an 
apparent  difficulty.  The  comuKHi  text,  John  xviii.  15. 
IS  xM  •  #xx0r  fLo&nxmj  Mibich  is  literally  '  and  the  other 
disciple  : '  but  some  have  supposed  this  to  be  imposstUe^ 
and  for  that  reason  £i*asmu9  and  Bengel  have  omitted 
die  article,  in  order  that  the  meaning  might  be  '  and 
ftnotfaer  disciple.'  The  same  omission  is  observed  in 
ibis  manuscript,  as  also  in  the  Codd.  Alexandrinus  and 
Cantabrigiensis. 

-  •  290.  Wolfii 

'  3Atkmttt^n\imtincwUk9  afMrwards  into  «be  hands  of  de-  Mtsi^, 
in  the  catalogue  of  whose  library  they  were  ottmbered  1616.  By 
iHiam  tbeyn^ers  piircbMctii  at  de  Miss/s  saley  or  where  tbey^are 
preserved  at  present,  I  know  >#t''*. 

Z4 
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290.  Wolfii  A,  noted  G  in  the  first  part  of  Wet- 
stems  N.  T.,  is  a  manuscript  of  the  tour  Gospels,  with 
the  following  chasms  :•  Matth.  i,  1 — vi,  6, -vii,  25 — viii. 
9.  viii.  23 — ix,  2.  xxviii,  18 — Mark  i,   13.  Mark  i,  32 

-ii,  4.  xiv,  19 — 25.  Lukei,  1 — 13.  v,  4— vii,  3.  viii, 
46 — ix,  ^.  xi,  27 — 41.  xxiv,  41.  to  the  end  of  St, 
Luke's  Gospel:  John  xvii,  .5 — 19.  xix,  4 — 27.  It  is 
at  present  in  the  British  Museum,  Mhere.  it  is  noted 
Harleianus  5684.  Wolf  published  the  extracts  of  this 
manuscript  in  the  third  volume  of  his  Anecdota,  but 
Griesbach,  on  collating  Matth.  vi,  6 — ix,  18.  found  that 
several  readings  had  been  Overlooked.  See  his  Symbolas 
Criticae,  p.  Jxiv — txvi. 

291.  Wolfii  B,  noted  H  in  the  first  part  of  Wetstein's 
N.  T.,  is  a  manuscript  of  the  four  Gospels,  with  the 
follouing  chasms;  Matth.  i,  1 — xv,  30.  xxv,  3 — xxvi, 
3.  Mark  xv,  44 — xvi,  14.  Luke  v,  18 — 33.  vi,  8—23. 
X,  7 — 19.     John  ix,  30 — X,  25.  xviii,  2 — 25.  xx,  12 

—25. 

The  two  last-mentioned  manuscripts  were  brou^t 
from  the  East  by  Erasmus  Seidel,  after  whose  death 
they  were  purchased  by  La  Croze*,  and  presented  to 
J.  C.  Wolf  of  liambargh.  The  latter  collated  them, 
and  published  their  extracts  in  the  third  volume  of  his 
Anecdota  sacra  et  proiana,  in  the  preface  to  which  work 
^  be  has  given  a  description  of  them,  and  refers  them  both 
to  the  eighth  century.  Wetstein  inserted  the  extracts  in 
his  collection  of  various  readings,  omitting  however  those 
which  he  held  to  be  errata,  for*  instance  N«riXoyiicnr<  for 
(SatTToXoynniTi,  Matth.  vi.  7. 

292.  Wolfii,  or  Jacobi  Fabri  Daventriensis,  noted 
90  in  the  first  part  of  Wetstein'^  N.  T.,  in  the  third  47  ^ 
contains  the  following  books  of  the  New  Testament,  in 

this 

*  Wolf  does  pot  mention  la  Croze  by  name  in  the  preface  to  bis 
Anecdota,  but  describes  him  only  as  amicus  integerrimua^  &c.  but 
•  .that  he  meant  la  Ctoze  is  evident  from  the  Thesaurus  epistoUcus  la 
Crozianus,  Tom.  II.  p.  142. 

'  Wetstein  has  omitted  it  in  the  sec  od  part  of  his  N.  T.,  for 
"which  I  am  unable  to  assign  a  reason* 
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this  order,  John,  Luke,  Matthew,  Mark,  the  epistles 
of  St.  Paul,  the  Acts,  and  tlie  catholic  epistles :  the 
epistle  of  St  Jude  is  written  twice,  and  from  two  dif- 
ferent copies.  The  writer  is  John  Faber  of  Daventer, 
who  copied  it  in  the  sixteenth  century,  from  a  manu- 
script written  in  the  year  1 293. .  It  was  purchased  •  by 
Wetstein  out  of  Wolf's  library,  and  collated  for  his 
Greek  Testament.  The  ancient  manuscript  of  1293 
was  written  on  mount  Athos,  by  Theodore,  the  same 
person  who  wrote  the  Codex  Wakianus,  described  above 
N""  282,  which  is  the  reason  that  these  two  manuscripts 
very  frequently  agree  '^*. 


FROM  the  preceding  catalogue  of  the  manuscripts 
of  the  Greek  Testament,  I  would  recommend  to  my 
readers  to  make  another  in  reference  to  each  book  of 
the  New  Testament,  noting  those  in  which  each  book  is 
contained,  and  at  the  same  time  distinguishing  such  as 
have  been  only  superficially  examined,  from  those  which 
have  been  carefully  collated.  Without  a  catalogue  of 
this  kind,  they  will  be  unable,  on  consulting  Mill,  or 
Wetstein,  to  judge  of  the  proportion  of  the  manuscripts 
in  favour  of  a  reading,  to  those  which  decide  against  it. 
If  it  be  asked  why  I  have  not  executed  the  task  myself, 
I  answer,  because  I  am  apprehensive  that  many  might  be 
dissatisfied  with  the  performance,  <  as  it  is  oftea  difficult 
to  determine,  whether  a  manuscript  should  be  referred 
to  the  accurately,  or  the  superficially  collated  '^^. 

On  the  lasf  perusal  of  this  section  before  it  was  sent 
to  the  press,  the  question  occurred  to  me,  whether  the 
manuscripts  written  on  mount  Athos  are  similar  to  each 
other  in  their  readings,  and  belong  to  the  same  edition ; 
and  what,  relationship  they  bear  to  the  text  of  Theophy- 
lact,  the  Russian  version,  and  the 'Moscow  manuscripts. 
But  fSrthb  section  the  inquiry  would  be  too  prolix  '^'. 

*  If  I  uoderstaDd  rightly  Wetsteio's  expression,  ex  cujus  )i>iblio- 
theca  hanc  codicem  mihi  cooiparavi. 
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CHAPTER    IX. 

# 

OW  THE  QUOTATIONS  FROM  TH£  NEW  TESTAMENT  IN 
THE  WORKS  OF  ECCLESIASTICAL  WRITERS. 

SECT.    I. 

2%s  Fathers f  Heretics,  Enemies  of  the  Christian  Reiigim^ 
astd  other  writers  who  quote  the  New  Testament,  consi* 
dered  as  Evidence  for  its  rea£ngs. 

m 

TTHE  third   ipnd   of  evidence,  which  may    be  pro- 
duced for  or  against  a  reading,  consists    in    the 
writings  of  the  Ancients,  in  which  passages  are  quoted 
from  the  New  Testament* 

The  first  persons,  to  whom  our  attention  is  usually 
directed  on  examining  this  kind  of  evidence,  are  the  an^ 
cient  fathers,  and  to  this  species  of  readings  is  usually 
given  the  title  of  *  Readings  from  the  fathers/  because 
recourse  has  been  principally  had  to  their  writings.  But 
they  are  not  the  only  authors,  which  are  used  for  this 
purpose^  for  orthodoxy  is  not  considered  as  a  necessary 
qualificatibn  in  these  cases>  and  we  need  only  examine^ 
whetiier  the  quoted  authors  are  possessed  of  critical  knovi'- 
ledge,  and  alter  not  the  New  Testament  merely  on  theo- 
logical conjecture^  Even  the  quotations  of  Marcion  are 
of  importance  to  a  collettor  of  various  readings,  because 
many  of  them  might  be  grounded  not  on  a  theological 
hypothesis,  but  on  the  authority  of  manuscripts ;  for  it 
is  an  undoiM;>(ed  fact,  that  the  besietics  were  in  the  right 
in  many  points  of  criticism,  where  the  fathers  accused 
them  of  wilful  corruption  ^  There  are  ^passagps,  in 
which  Marcion  is  a  very  important  evidence ;  for  ex^ 
ample^  when  he  and  Origen  omit  InJca  xi.  2 — ^  nfj^m 

•  . '.  IV  TOK  H^otvoic  .  .  •  yiim^ru  to  ^iXnjt**  0*8  »c  §9  Hgawf  xai, 
iiri  T9if  ^;  .  .  .  aXAoc  fva-ai  fifixg  ait6  ts  trovnfS^  Origed  is 

a  surety  to  uS;  that  this  omission  is  not  to  be  ascribed  to 

Marcion's 

^  See  chap,  vi.  sect.  12* 
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Marcion's  hefeiy>  and  Marcion's  cvicknce  plbnns  us 
that  the  passage  was  wantmg  in  copies  of  the  Greek  Tes- 
tament in  the  second  centery.  It  may  be  observed  in 
general  that  orthodoxy,  and  heterodoxy,  have  little  or 
no  coDBexion  with  matters  of  criticism,  because  the  ques>- 
don  relates  not  to  articled  of  feith,  but  to  &cts,  that  is^ 
to  the  readings  that  did  or  did  not  exist  in  the  mann^ 
scripts  of  any  particular  age :  uid  if  the  evidence  of  all 
but  the  orthodox  &thers  is  to  be  rejected,  we  shall  have 
very  few  substantial  witnesses  remaining.  For  though 
the  catholic  church  speaks  of  a  very  great  number  of 
orthodox  fatliers,  yet  very  few  will  be  found,  if  examined 
by  oar  own  creed,  who  wei>e  free  from  error. 

Even  the  adversaries  of  tbeChristian  rdigionare  quoted 
as  evidence  for  a  reading  of  the  Greek. Testament 
When  Porphyry  accused  the  Evangelist  of  falsely  ascribe 
iig  to  Isaiah  the  words,  '  I  send  my  messenger  before 
thee,'  be  must  have  undoubtedly  found,  in  his  copy  of 
the  Greek  or  Syriac  Testament,  Mark  i.  i.  wf  ysyfctTrrmt 
t»  H(f«if  rif  v^ofirrf.  I  have  purposely  chosen  this  ex- 
ample, because  Porphyry's  testimony  is  here  of  great 
consequoice :  for  without  it  the  suspicion  might  arise, 
that  this  erroneous '  reading  bad  been  transferred  from 
one  of  the  Latin  versions  \  into  those  six  Greek  numu- 
scripts  in  which  it  is  found,  ^nce  five  of  them  are  gene- 
rally sopposed  to  latinize  ^«  But  as  this  passage  was  an 
object  of  Porphyry's  ridicule  in  the  third  century,  it  must 
have  stood  in  Greek  manuscripts,  before  the  Latin  ver- 
sion can  be  suppbsed  to  iiave  had  any  iniSuence  on  either 
the  Greek,  or  Syriac  Testament. 

Knittel  has  recommended  ^  the  use  of  ancient  diplo- 
mas, in  which  passages  are  quoted  from  the  NewTestament, 

in 

m 

^  The  Cod.  Vercellensis,  published  by  Blanchini,  has,  Sicut  scrip- 
lam  est  in  Eseiam  prophetam,  the  Veronensia,  sicut  scriptum  est  in 
Escia  propfaeta^  the  Brixianus,  sicut  scriptum  est  in  Esaia  propheta. 

^  Vaticauus,  Cantabrigiensis,  Basileensis,  Colbextiuos  2844,  and 
l^lontfertianus. 

'  In  one  of  the  treatises  afine^ced  to  his  edition  of  a  fragment  of 
Ulphilas. 
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in  the  same  manner  as  we  use  the '  ancient  fathers. 
There  is  something  in  this  thought,  which  at  first  sight 
recommends  it ;  but  I  believe  that  if  the  proposal  were 
put  4n  execution,  it  would  ^  be  attended  with  litde 
advantage  to  sfu:red  criticism,  and  would  afford  only  an 
opportunity  to  men  of  industry  of  producing  something, 
to  which  the  epithet  of  critical  might  be  applied.  A 
diploma,  as  far  as  relates  to  passages  of  the  Bible,  which 
are  occasionally  quoted,  is  not  entitled  to  the  sahie 
degree  of  .credit  as  it  is  in  regard  to  the  matter,  which  is 
its  imnxediate  object.  It  is  not  probable  that  the  com- 
poser consulted  the  Bible  for  the  passage,  or  the  sentence 
which  he  introduced ;  and  in  my  opinioa  at  least,  an 
ancient  father  is  an  infinitely  more  important  evidence, 
than  the  writer  of  a  deed,  that  relates  to  a  matter  of 
property,  or  commerce.  But,  admitting  this  opinion 
to  be  unjust,  we  should  still  derive  from  documents  of 
this  kind  very  little  advantage,  because  those,^  of  which 
we  are  in  possession,  were  written  in  the  West  of  Europe, 
and  composed  not  in  Greek,  but  in  Latin.  Even  these 
ascend  no  higher  than  the  middle  ages,  and  can  be  ap- 
plied to  no  other  purpose,  than  to  determine  the  text  of 
the  Vulgate  in  those  centuries*  But  if  a  critic  intended 
to  exert  the  same  diligence  on  the  text  of  the  Vulgate, 
as  on  that  of  the.  Greek  Testament,  he  would  rather  have 
recourse  to  the  great  number  of  Latin  manuscripts  pre- 
served in  different  libraries,  than  adopt  a  plan,  which  id 
attended  with  so  much  dificulty^. 


1^ 


SECT.    IL 

Rules  to  be  observed  in  making  extracts  from  the  Writings 

of  the  Fathers. 

'pHE  rules  which  I  shall  give  in  this  section  apply 
immediately  to  the  ancient  fathers;  but  with  pro- 
per restrictions  they  are  likewise  applicable  to  the  here- 
tics; and  enemies  of  Christianity,  who  have  quoted  the 

.  -  New 
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New  Testament,  and  even,  if  we  follow  the  advice  of 
Knittel,  to  the  ancient  diplomas. 
'  Jt  inust  be  remarked  in  the  first  place,  that  the  ques- 
tion relates  not  to  the  opinion,  but  to  the  evidence  of  the 
fathers.  We  have  to  inquire,  not  what  reading  they  pre- 
ferred, but  what  they  actually  found  in  the  manuscripts 
which  they  used.  For  we  are  able  to  judge  of  the  good- 
ness of  a  reading  as  well  as  they,  but  the  manuscripta  of 
which  they  were  in  possession  Were  much  more  ancient 
than  any  that  are  now  extant. 

To  illustrate  what  I  have  above  said  by  an  example. 
Some  of  the  tnost  eminent  critics  have  disputed,  whether 
<ixii,  Matth.  y.  23.  be  genuine  or  not,  that  is,  whether 
Christ  asserted  that  every  man  who  was  angry  with  his 
brother,  or  those  only  who  were  angry  without  a  cause, 
were  liable  to  condemnation.  Erasmus,  Mill,  Bengel, 
and  Pfaff  reject  cixyi,  but  Wetstein  seems  inclined  to  re  • 
tain  it'.  It  is  found  in  most  of  the  Greek  manuscripts, 
and  in  some  of  the  old  Latin  versions  published  by  Blan- 
jchini,  namely,  the  Vercellensis,  Veronensis,  Corbeiensis, 
and  Brixianus.  It  is  true  that  this  reading  is  omitted  m 
the  Forojuliensis,  but  that  manuscript  contains  properly 
the  late  Vulgate  of  Jerom,  as  I  have  shewn  in  the  note 
to  chap.  vii.  sect.  22.  Now  in  this  instance,  even  in 
th6  opinion  of  those  who  reject  ftxn,  the  whole  depends 
on  the  accounts  of  Jerom  and  Augustin^  The  former 
in  bis  note  to  Matth.  v.  22.  says,  in  quibusdam  codici- 
bus  additur  sine  caussa.  It  appears  then  from  this  evi* 
dence,  that  sine  caussa  was  found  at  that  time  in  several 
manuscripts,  and  therefore  that  it  is  not  an  addition  of 
later  ages.  With  respect  to  the  reason  why  it  was  omit- 
ted in  the  Vulgate,  which  is  not  a  matter  of  evidence, 
but  of  opinion,  he  expresses  himself  in  the  following 
manner.  Casterum  in  veris  definita  sententia  est,  et  ira 
penitus  toUitur,  dicente  scripturd,  qui  irasciturfratri  suo. 
Si  enim  jubemur  verberanti  alteram  pracbere  maxillam, 
et  inimicos  nostros  amare,  et  orare  pro.  persequentibus, 
omnis  iras  occasio  tollitur.  Radendum  est  ergo  sine 
caussa^  quia  ira  viri  justitiain  Dei  non  operatiir.     But 

this 
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this  opinioEi  is  uDgrounded^  for  critical  questions^elative 
to  what  Christ  actually  asserted,  or  not,  must  not  be  de- 
termined by  any  system  of  morality  which  we  ourselves 
may  happen  to  have  adopted,  and  lei^t  of  all  by  prmci^ 
pies  so  severe  and  extravagant  as  those  of  Jerom.  The 
passage  in  St.  James  has  no  reference  to  the  present  in- 
quiry, for  that  relates  to  the  displeasure  expressed  by 
mortals  at  the  GomfnMids  of  the  Deity,  which  in  all  cases 
is  worthy  of  censure :  but,  tiiai  anger  ki  general  is  a 
crime  is  certainly  not  true^  though  it  would  be  foreign 
to  the  present  purpose  to  endeavour  to  prove  that  as- 
sertion. Nor  is  it  irreconcileabte  with  the  principle, 
that  we  ought  to  love  our  enemies,  though  Jerom  op- 
poses the  one  to  tfie  other:  for  even  Christ  himself  has 
been  guilty  of  sis,  if  anger  in  general  is  td  be  included 
under  tliat  denomination.  It  appears  indeed  that  se- 
veral manuscripts,  even  in  the  age  <if  Jerom,  omitted 
^ne  caussa;  but  when  he  applies  to  them  Ihe  title  of 
vf  ri,  it  b  evident  that  he  has  no  other  motive  for  so 
doing,  than  that  the  omission  corresponded  to  his  system 
of  morality.  It  is  likewise  evident  from  the  whole  con«* 
nexion,  that  these  were  Latin  manoscripts :  and  it  is 
reooarkable  that  the  very  n>an,  wiio  oa  all  other  oeeasims 
attempted  to  correct  the  Latin  version  from  the  Gredk 
original,  appeals  noli  in  thi3  instane^  whene  he  takes  a 
decided  part,  to  Greek  manuscripts.  This^  very  drcum- 
stance  affords  sufficient  ground  to  GOi^chsde,  thai  he  had 
found  no  Greek  manuscr^  in  which  tmn  was-  omttCeif. 
If  considered  therefore  as  an  evidence,  he  tacMj  contra*** 
diets  what  he  asserts  as  a  matter  of  opinion. 

Let  us  hear,  however,  what  he  says  upon  this  sul^ect 
on  another  occasion.  In  speaking  of  this  passage  of  St 
Matthew,  in  his  note  to  Epbes.  iv.  31.  be  again  rejects 
sine  eaussOi  merely  on  theological  grounds^  without  ap^ 
pealing  to  Greek  manuscripts:  nam  ad'  illud  ewngelS^ 
quicunque  irasdtur  fratri  sua  sine  caussat  rem  eritjwkd^, 
frustra  est  additura  sine  caussa^  quia  nee  cum  caussa  imsci 
nobis  conceditur  manifestissime  apo$!x>lo  nunc  dicente; 
amaritudo,  et  furor^  et  ire  tollatur  a  vobis.  It  is  true, 
7  '  that 
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Umt  IB  Us  secodd  book  agakist  the  Pelagians  *  he  speaks 
as  an  evidence  nKNre  than  in  the  preceding  quotations^ 
for  he  asserts  that  moi^  manuscripts,  that  is,  as  I  under- 
stand, Latin  manuscripts,  omit  sine  cMssa.  His  words 
are,  in  eodem  evangelio  legimus,  //ui  irascitur  fratri  auo 
sine  caussOf  reus  eritjudicio.  Licet  in  plerisque  codicibus 
antiquis  fim  caussa  additum  non  sit,  ut  scilicet  ne  cum 
caussa  quidem  debeamus  irasci.  But  it  seems  as  if  the ' 
leal,  which  he  exerted  in  confuting  the  heretics,  pre- 
vented him  from  examining  the  words  with  the  same 
accuracy,  as  he  displays  in  his  exposition  of  the  Bible. 
This  at  least  is  certain,  that  most  of  the  manuscripts  of 
the  old  Latin  version,  which  Blanchini  was  able  to  di»« 
cover,  have  sine  caussa^  and  Jerom  himself,  though  he 
censures  the  readbg,  quotes  these  words  as  a  part  a£  the 
common  text. 

Anotiier  evidence  on  this  subject  is  Augustine,  who 
b  bis  TractaUones,  Lib.  L  1 9.,  writes  as  follows,  .codi«* 
ces  Gr»ci  non  habent  ^ne  caussa^  sicut  hie  positum  eat, 
quamvis  idem  ipse  sit  seusus.  Here  it  is  evident  that 
Augustine  acknowledges  tacitly,  that  &ne  caussa  was  the 
common  reading  of  the  Latin  version :  and  when  be  ap-i 
peals  to  Greek  manuscripts,  we  cannot  suppose  tbat  he 
actually  had  recourse  to  them  in  proof  of  bis  assotion, 
but  must  conclude,  that  he  interpreted  what  Jerora  bud 
said  of  manuscripts  in  general,  as  applyii^  to  Greek  ma- 
uoscripts  in  particular.  The  only  '^inference  therefore  to 
be  deduced  from  what  he  says  on  this  subject  is,  that  he 
has  discoverod  no  manuscript  of  the  Latin  versbn,  in 
which  mm  caussa  was  omitted. 

le  the  following  chapter  I  shall  take  ootbe  of  the 
eritiGal  conjectures  q&  the  ancient  fathers  :  but  whenever 
they  cease  to  appear  in  the  character  of  simple  witnesses, 
the  readings  which  they  propose  are  of  no  more  autho- 
rity than  those  recommended  by  modem  critics.  And, 
if  these  readbgs  were  found  in  printed  edidons,  and 
even  in  Greek  manuscripts,  yet  if  we  were  qei^'tain, 
tlwt  Ibey  were  not  contained  b  the  most  ancient  manu* 

scripts, 

■  Vol.  IV.  p.  513,  of  Martiany's  edition. 
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scripts,  but  were  merely  the  result  of  conjecture,  we 
should  have  solid  grounds  for  rejecting  tiiem.  And  it  is 
a  certain  fact,  that  several  readings  in  our  comnnoQ  printed 
text  are  nothing  more,  than  alterations  made  by  Origen, 
whose  authority  was  so  great  •  in  the  Christian  church, 
that  emendations,  which  he  proposed,  though,  as  he  him- 
self acknowledged,  they  were  supported  by  the  evidence 

•  of  no  manuscript,  vmve  vei^y  generally  received. 

But  wherever  we  are  certain  that  die  quotations  of  the 
fathers  were  actually  taken  from  manuscripts,  they  are  of 

.  very  great  importance  in  deciding  on  the  authenticity  of 
a  reading,  and  are  in  general  to  be  preferred  to  any  ma- 
nuscript of  the  Greek  Testament  now  extant,  the  oldest 
of  which,  no  man  would  venture  to  place  higher  than 
the  fifth  century.  If  a  father  then,  who  lived  in  that 
age,  has  this  or  that  particular  reading,  it  is  the  same  as 
if  we  found  it  in  one  of  our  most  ancient  manuscripts  ^ : 
aixd  if  he  adds,  that  this  was  the  common  reading  of 
manuscripts,  which  even  at  that  time  were  considered  as 
old,  it  is  surely  supported  by  greater  authority  than  if  it 
were  found  in  the  Alexandrine,  or  the  Vatican  manu- 
script But  should  a  father  of  the  third  century,  Origen 
for  instance,  or  even  a  man  of  less  learning,  have  found 
any  particular  reading  in  his  manuscript,  no  one  could 
oppose  to  it,  as  an  evidence  of  equal  weight,  any  one 
single  manuscript  that  is  now  remaining.  To  illustrate  * 
what  I  have  said  by  an  example :  If  it  could  be  shewn, 
that  the  celebrated  passage,  i  John  v.  7.,  was  quoted  by 
a  father  of  the  third  or  fourth  century,  I  should  con* 
sider  it  as  a  much  stronger  proof  of  its  authenticity, 
thism  if  it  were  discovered  in  our  most  ancient  maha- 
scripts:  and  if  it  were  true,  that  Cyprian  had  quoted 

it, 

"  Bengel  in  his  Introductio  in  crisin  N.  T.  §  xxxii.  Obs.  xx.  Consid; 

VI.  has  the  following  remark, — Kecentiores  patres  Graecis  inguli  fere 
codicibus  Graecis  singulis  sequiparari  possum,  Latini  Latinis.  Antiqui 
vero  el  Graeci  el  Latini  excellentem  babent  auctoritatem.  Though 
1  approve  the  greatest  part  of  this  rule,  I  would  alier  it  in  the  follow^ 
ing  manner, — Patres  Grseci  inde  a  quinto  sxculo  singuli  fere  singulis 
cudicibu9  Graecis  SBquiparari  possunt,  Latini  Latinie,  &c\ 
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it,  we  should  have  the  same  authority,  as  if  it  were  tovh 
lained  in  a  manuscript  of  the  Latin  version,  written  in 
the  third  century.     Or,  when  I  find  from  the  testimony 
of  Origen,  which  I  carefully  dbtiAguish  from  his  opinion, 
that  yc^MUNijf,  *Matth.  viil  28.  a  reading  which  he  him- 
self introduced,  was  in  none  of  the  Greek  manuscripts  of 
Ills  time,  all  of  which  had  either  yi^a^nwv  or  yafctfnimp^ 
I  cannot  possibly  consider  the  present  feading  us  ge- 
nuine,  though  it  is  supported  hy  the  -authority  of  very 
many  manuscripts.     For  all   tbese  were  written  much 
later  than  the  time  of  Origen,  and  their  text  has  been 
altered  according  to  his  critical  conjecture :   and  when 
all  the  Greek  manuscripts,  which  Origen  could  discover 
ID  the  third  century,  are  placed  in  one  scale,  and  those, 
that  are  extant  in  the  eighteenth  century,  in  the  other, 
the  former^must  greatly  overbalance  the  latter.     AVhere*^ 
ever  I  find  among  the  testimonies  in  Yavour  of  a  read* 
ing,  tl|i  nam^  of  Clement  of  Alexandria,  or  of  Origen, 
tb^  excite  ^n  me  a  high  degree  of  respect.     In  cases 
tbetefore,  where  only  a  few  manuscripts,  and  even  when 
no  manuscript  can  be  produced  in  favour  of  the  same 
reading,  I  am  not  seldom  induced  to  prefer  the  autho- 
rity of  in  ancient  father   to   that  of  all  manuscripts 
written  since   his  time.     To   mention  only  a'  few  ex- 
amples.    The  fifth  verse  of  the  fourth  chapter  of  St 
Matthew,  in  one  manuscript  only„  namely  the  Cantabri- 
giensb  ^  is  placed  before  the  fourth  :    the  same  inversion 
is  observed  in  the.  Latin  translation,  and  in  the  three 
fathers,  Clement  h>f  Alexandria,  Origen,  and  Eusebius, 
who  cannot  be  accused  of  a  partiality  for  that  version. 
It  may  be  asked,  whether  their  authority  is  not  equiva- 
lent to  that  of  ail  other  manuscripts  ? — Luke  xi.  2.  for 
cxt(rA)  n  /3«0-iAii«  ^v,  Gregory  of  Nyssa  alone  has  txinco  to 
ay»ey  w^tu/Mt  r^'  ii/*a(%  but  he  .quotes  it,  as  if  it  was  the 
common    reading    in   the   manuscripts   of   the    fourth 

century. 

*  His  words  are  d  ko^v^  h/aiv  vt9  rv  Anna  ro  avto  md^  aaftn^f 
a^mftvtrmy  •  mv  /9a^»Xii«»  t^Siir  a{iM»  rqy  tv  ^rnvfiMTH  ovfAfiaxf'^ 
§m6*mrtu'  OvTOf  ya^  99  tm  iiti ifv  ivat^i^im  afr%  m,  ix9it»  h  j?a9^Af»A  #«, 
iXSrrar,  fifo-i,  to  oyior  mnviAa  if  ufuij . 
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eentury. .  In  Pontus  at  least,  or  in  the  country,  in  which 
he^resided,  this  must  t^ve  been  tiie  owamon  readings 
and  it  is  admirably  adapted  to  the  thirteenth  verse* 
xAiexe  the  Holy  Ghost  is  mentioned  so  as  to  imply  an 
allusion  to  the  Spirit  in  the  preceding  pait  of  the  dis? 
course.  In  the  second  and  fourth  verses  of  the  saine 
chapter,  only  a  few  manuscripts,  in  conjunction  with 
Origen,  omit  the  interpolation  from  St.  Matthew  in  the 
Lord's  Prayer ;  but  then  the  authority  of  Origen,  united 
with  the  nature  of  the  subject  itself,  determines  in  favour 
of  the  omission.<-^Socrates  relates,  in  his  Ecclesiastical 
History,  B.  VII.  32.  that  he  had  found  in  anaent  manu^- 
scripts  •  Aufi  for  0  pn  •/*«x«yfi,  1  John  iv.  3.  and  the  same 
reading  is  likewise  quoted  by  Origen  ^ :  but,  though  ilk 
is  found  in  the  Vulgate,  it  has  hitherto  been  discovereA 
in  no  Greek  manuscript.  Now  as  this  readbg  is  well 
adapted  to  the  tenor  of  St.  John's  epistle,  and  to  tha 
hisAry  of  the  andent  heretics  ',  I  am  ini;lihed  tP  abide 
by  the  authority  of  Origen,  and  of  the  manuscripts  of 
Socrates,  than  of  those  which  remam  in  the  present 
century. 

Considered  therefore  from  this  point  of  view,  the  read^ 
ings  collected  from  the  writings  of  the  moA  ancient 
fathers,  should  be  prefisrred  to  those  which  are  drawn 
from  our  manuscripts  of  the  Greek  Testament.  But  on 
the  other  hand,  there  are  cases  in  which  the  latter  are 
more  deserving  of  attention,  namely,  whenever  doubts 
arise,  what  were  the  readings  which  an  ancient  father 
found  in  the  manuscripts  that  he  used  ?  Whenever  it  is 
expressly  declared,  as  was  done  by  Origen  in  the  pre* 
ceding  example,  or  whenever  verbal  commentaries  are 
written  upon  any  particular  passage,  no  room  remains  for 
doubt :  but  when  a  passage  is  simply  quoted  either  in 
commentaries,  sermons,  or  pokmical  discouraes,  witliout 
an  explanation  being  given  of  each  word,  it  is  often  a 
matter  of  uncertainty,  whether  the  father,  who  made  the 
quotation,  found  in  his  manuscript  those  words  precisely, 
as  he  has  produced  them  ^.  j^ 

'  Whoever  separates  Jesus  from  Christ,  contends  that  Christ  was 
a  spirit  of  a  higher  order,  which  united  itself  with  Jesus  at  his  baptimif 
and  departed  from  him  before  the  time  of  his  death. 
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it  must  be  likewise  observed,  tbat'tbe  writings  of 
the  fethers  themselves  may  have  been  sometiines  altered^ 
either  by  copyists  or  by  editors,  so  as  to  inake  these 
quotations  from  the  New  Testament  tally  with  those,  to 
tirhicb  the  copyists,  or  editors  themselves,  were  accos^ 
tomed, '  or '  to  which  •  they  gave  the  preference.  In 
applying  therefore  the  writings  of  the.  fathers  to  the 
criticism  of  fhtt  New  Testament,  we  must  particularly 
endeavour  to  procure  xiorrect  editions  of  theit-  works. 
The  Venetian  edition  of  Theophylact,  lor  instance,  is 
very  inaccurate,  and  therefore  of  very  little  value  in 
sacred  criticism:  but  should  any  one  be  disposed  to  make 
use  of  it  for  this  purpose,  t^  ivould  do  well  to  read  and 
examine  the  remarks  in  the  Gottingen-jReview  for  the 
yeari762,  p.  1059 — ^063.  ••  ^ 

i^nother  remark,  which  is  necessary  to  be  made,  is 
the  following.  The  fatiiers  quote  sometimes  not  a 
whole  passage,  but  only  some  few  words  of  it,  which 
rdate  in  particular  to  the  subject  in  question,  and  with 
tkese  they  intermix  their  own  words:  01*  they  quote 
paraphrastically^  so  as  to  give  the  sense,  which  they 
ascribe  to  the  words,  instead  of  the  words  themselves :' 
or  they  quote,  from  memory,  not  so  much  attending  to 
the  words  as  to  the  sense.  I  will  mention  in  the  note 
some  few  examples,  in  which  there  is  a  suspicion  of  this 
iind,  that  renders  the  quotations  less  certain  than  they 
olberwisii  would  be  ^. 

It 


f  In  the  foUowiag  putage,  Mattia  xxtit.  15.  mm  tfrar  ytmrai*  mmnn 
mm99  VM9  y%u*m^hm'Kvn^¥  ofu#»,  the  word  itfum*  bus  afforded  difficultj  to 
Buoy  of  the  commentators,  aiid  UeoBMno  wished  entirely  to  reject  it, 
in  support  of  which  he  appealed  to  the- evidence  of  Justin  Martyr.  It 
IS  true  that  Justin  omits  h,  ao  appears  frotn  the  Cologne  edition  of 
16S6,  p.  350,  but  be  quotes  Abe  passage  in  so  free  a  manoer^  that  we 
can  hardly  deduce  any  solid  reference  from  what  be  has  omdtted.  His 
words  are, '  Of  those  indeed  (namely  the  proselytes  to  the  Jewish 
peKgion)  Chriat  also  testifielh;  but  ye  are,  as  he  saith,  doubly  chit 
dien  of  b^l :  nm  h  h^tktfrn^w  M01  ynvfrnt  ^  mvyv^  mnt^  ytana&t '. 

In  the  second  homily  of  the  Pseudo-Oeraens^  §  51,  p»640y  is  a 
imioos  readiBgy  not  noted  by  Wtftstein;  ^ad  nhtw^  r»  aAvdii  rwr  yfoif^ 

A  A  a  for 
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It  is  true  that  diargea  of  this  kind  have  been  some- 
what carried  too  far,  and  the  readings  which  are  drawn 
iroin  the  writings  of  the  £Eithers,  less  estimated  than  they 
deserve.  Critics,  even  of  eminence,  are  not  agreed  in 
their  sentiments  on  this  subject,  some  considering  the 
quotations  of  the  fathers  as  accurately  taken  from  their 
manuscripts  of  the  Greek  Testament,  while  others 
believe  them  to  be  inaccurate  and  made  inerely  from 
memory  ^  There  arose  a  controversy  in  Italy,  about 
forty  years  ago,  which  gave  rise  to  a  work  on  this 
subject,  in  which  the  opinions  of  the  learned  in  ger 
neral  are  delivered  so  fully,  as  to  make  it  unne- 
cessary for  me  to  fill  a  page  with  names  and  quota- 
tions. The  €ause  of  this  literary  dispute  was  the 
following  quotation,  made  by  TertulHan  from  John  i. 
13.  qui  noh  efk  sanguine,  neque  ex  voluntate  camis, 
neque  ex  voluntate  viri,  sed  ex  Deo  natus  est^  where 

the 


for  ftai  iJ^K  tHi^  y^Bupaij  Mark  xii.  24.  Now  I  do  not  believe  that 
•Clement  found  this  reading  in  bU  Greek  manuscripts,  and  am  per« 
suaded  that  the  person,  who  fabricated  the  Clementine  homilies, 
imagined  there  was  a  kind  of  emphasis  in  the  plural  yfo^oK)  as  ex- 
pressive of  two  kinds  of  writings,  spurious  and  genuine,  of  which 
according  to  his  account,  the  Pentateuch  consisted.'  This  exposition 
he  introduced  into  the  quotation,  and  wrote  r«  A^^Sit  rm  y^of  «?,  '  the 
true  parts  of  scripture.     The  whole  passage  is  as  follows,  £1  try  tw» 

Aftytrv,  Tiytfy  h  iuCJ^Xtf».      K«f  r«K  «vo  rtt»  4^ivAvr  yfo^mt  •Aam^mk 

T«  oAnSn  rut  y^mifmt*  m  i»tiUt  my99ttm  kai  rw9  hfvmfMAt  fw  #aii. 

Another  remarkable  instance  is  the  following :  Cyril  of  Alex* 
andria,  in  his  tenth  book  asainst  Julian,  p.  328,  quotes  Rom.  ix. 
3 — 5f  to  'prov«  that  St.  Paul  had  called  Christ  God :  hot  he  has 
omitted  many  words,  which  never  could  have  been  wanting  in  any 
manuscript  of  the  Greek  Testament,  apd  therefore  the  quotation  of 
Cyril  cannot  constitute  a  various  reading.  The  omitted  words  I  will 
insert  in  parenthesis.  Htfx^fAv  yof  ai/rof  (iA«»),  fKicir,  mmBtfim  uhh 
.««•   (vn)  x^«r«,   v*if  rat  sikKpm  f^t,    tm  cuyyum  (j/m)  Harm  oo^xa* 

'^«9ii«ii»  (mm  «  ^«T^lft),  m  o»  won^cc,  xm  c|  m  vo  uara  ^mfUM  Xpr^f^ 
.4^  «y  $Wi  •»rr««  ^lof  aoXoyirrof  i»f  ruf  mmntf,   Afui»*    Here  are  ten  wor^s 
omitted,  beside  those  which  are  altered,  or  transposed. 
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the  verb  being  in  the  singular  makes  the  whole  sen-* 
tence  refer,  not  to  those  who  are  born  again,  but  to 
Christ  Now,  as  several  of  the  fathers  quote  m  this 
manner,  Castus  Innocens  Ansaldus;  a  learned  monk; 
concluded  that  these  words  must  have  actually  stood  in 
one  of  the  old  Latin  versions.  The  opinion  was  not  un- 
grounded, for  Blanchini  found  this  very  reading  in  the 
Yoronensian  manuscript,  which  he  afterwards  published 
in  bis  £vangeliarium  quadruplex.  But  Petrus  Barzanus 
of  Brescia  published  a  letter  in  answer  to  Ansaldus,  in 
which  he  contended  that  the  fathers  quoted  negligently 
and  merely  from  memory,  that  Tertulli^p  had  here  made 
a  mistake  for  that  very  reason,  and  that  the  error  had 
crept  from  bis  writings  into  manuscripts  of  the  .Latin  ver- 
sbn,  of  which  that  of  Verona  was  an  instance.  To  this 
Ansaldus  replied,  in  the  following  work:  Casti  Inno* 
centis  Ansaldi,  ordinis  prsedicatorum,  de  authenticis 
sacrarum  scripturarum  apud  SS.  patres  lectionibus  libri' 
duo,  Verons  1 746,  in  which  be  has  displayed  very  solid 
sense,  an  impartial  love  of  truth,  and  a  knowledge  of 
what  has  been  written  on  this  subject  even  by  protestant 
critics,  to  whose  writings  he  ascribes  their  due  value< 
But,  as  in  most  controversies,  he  carries  the  matter  too 
&r,  and,  like  other  authors  of  the  Romish  church,  is  too 
partial  an  advocate  for  the  authority  of  the  fathers,  which 
he  thinks  it  imprudent  to  dimUusfa^:  an  opinion  which  in 
other  churches  is  now  laid  aside. 

To  set  the  matter  in  a  clear  light,  it  is  necessary  to 
make  a  distinction  between  those  passages,  which  the 
fiithers  expressly  declare,  that  they  have  taken  literally 
fitmi  manuscripts,  and  those  which  they  quote  without 
any  such  assurance.  Of  the  former  we  can  entertain 
no  doubt,  since  no  man,  without  solid  proofs,  would 
accuse  the  fathers  of  having  been  purposely  guilty  of 
fidsehood*  The  only  case,  in  which  a  suspicion  might 
arise,  is  when  they  are  quoted  in  polemical  writings ; 
fix  in  these  the  fathers  sometimes  make  use  of  a  fin^se, 
which  in  plain  terms  would  be  called  a  deviation  from 

A  A  3  the 


-A 


37;4         Qtifijtt^msffmn  the  N-  T.  m  the      chap.  ix. 

the  truths ;  though  Jerom  defends  in  a  very  plausible 
maimer  this  inode  of  arguing :  but  a  suspicion  of  ttus 
kind  must  oot  ofben  be  eotertained.  The  question  thea» 
^ieb  I  am  to  answer,  rdates  to  the  second  kind  oif 
quotations^ 

If  we  judge  from  the  practice  of  writers  in  general, 
add  without  ever  having  read  the  works  of  the  fathers, 
It  is  unreasonable  to  suppose  that  they  have  never  quoted 
either  parapfarastically  or  from  memory.  For  no  author 
would  willingly  impose  upon  himself  so  severe  a  rule ; 
and  if  this  accuracy  is  sometiows  observed,  we  cannot 
expect  it  in  all  cases  from  so  great  a  variety  of  writers, 
who  lived  in  diffemit  ages,  and  in  differrat  countriea. 
Whatever  Ansaldus  may  assert  to  the  oontrary,  it  is  cer^ 
,Mk\xx  that  theiiposdes  and  Evangelists  themselves  have 
not  always  preserved  the  words  of  the  Septuagint^  bot 
that  they  have  substituted  in  some  cases  synonymous 
expressions,  especially  in  the  speeches  recorded  in  tl^  Acts 
:0f  the  Apostles,  and  that  they  hare  sometimes  quoted 
from  mere  memory*  Why  then  shall  we  expect  from 
the  fathers .  a  greater  degree  of  "accuracy,  than  was  ob- 
served \yy  the  writers  of  the  New  Testament?'  Kay  it  is 
a  certain  fact,  t&at  they  have  Qommitled  very  grosB 
mistakes  of  memory,  examples  of  which  are  given  by 
DallsBus  in  his  treatise  De  usu  Patram,  1.  2.  o.  3.  Aod 
if  they  have  been  gjnilty  of  error  in  respect  to  the  subjects 
themselves,  if  Epiphanios  has  quoted  the  words  ^  touch 
me  not,'  as  used  by  Christ  to  his  mother^  we  may  natu- 
rally suppose  that  they  have  sometimes  deviated  from 
tthe  words,  which  stood  m  their  manuscripts  of  the  Gnsek 
Testament. 

But  on  the  other  hand  it  is  certain,  that  they  have  not 
<quoted  so  frequently  from  memory,  as  some  critics  have 
.conjectured ;  and  many  siipposed  mistakes  of  memory, 
especially  in  the  Latin  fathers,  have  been  found  to  be 
nothing  more  than  various  readings,  which  actually  exist 
in  anckmt  manuscripts,  as  appears  from  the  poblicationa 
of  Blancbini  and  Stibatier. 

We 

'  John  XX.  17  "". 


SECT.  II. '     Warki  of  Ecclesiastical  ff^riters.  375 

We  are  not  therefore  to  reject  the  quotation  of  a 
fiather,  because  it  dijQfers  fh>ni  the  common  text,  but  must 
Srst  examine  whetlier  it  cannot  be  discovered  in  manu^ 
scripts  of  the  New  Testament;  and  to  enable  thosd* 
who  have  access  to  manuscripts,  to  meike  this  comparison 
with  as  much  ease  as  possible,  we  should  endeavour/to 
procure  the  most  accurate  and  copious  extracts  from  the 
writings  of  the  fathers.  .  If  a  reading  then,  which  had 
the  appearance  of  being  an  error  of  nliemory,  is  actually 
discovered  in  manuscripts,  we  may  without  hesitation 
put  ii  down  in  the  list  of  various  readings :  its  antiquity 
will  be .  determined  by  the  age,  in  which  the  fathec, 
who  quoted  it,  lived ;  and  the  manuscripts,  which  cog^ 
tain  il^  will  afford  %  secondary  evidence  of  its  age  and 
authenticity* 

But  we  must  not  judge  of  the  writings  of  all  the 
fiiUhers,  nor  of  all  the  writings  of  the  same  father  in  the 
same  manner.  They  may  be  divided  into  three  different 
classes.  1,  Commentaries,  to  which  may  be  referred 
also  those  discourses  which  were  written  as  expositions 
of  parts  of  the  Bible.  2,  Works  of  edificatbn.  3,  Pole- 
miod  writings.  In  the  first  it  is  evident,  that  the  book 
which  is  expounded  is  not  quoted  from  memory,  bat 
that  the  author  in  writing  his  commentary,  had  lying 
befcre  him  a  manuscript  of  the  Greek  Testament  But 
with  respect  to  the  polemical  writings  of  the  fathen)^ 
tfiose  who  are  acquainted  with  their  mode  of  disputa- 
tion, and  know  that  their  principal  objqct  is  scmietimes 
to  oonfound  their  adversaries,  rather  than  U>  sup^rt  the 
troth,  wfll  refer  the  quotations,  which  appear  \n  tho^ 
prodactions,  to  the  lowest  class.  If  a  father  wm 
acquainted  with  more  than  one  reading  to  a  passage,  he 
woold  certainly  quote  that  which  best  suited  his  purpose, 
and  with  which  he  could  most  easily  confute  his  opp(^ 
oeota.  It  is  therefore  not  sufficient  to  know  what  reading 
he  quotes,  but  we  must  likewise  consider  where  he  quotes 
k:  and  those  therefore,  who  cdlect  various  readings  from 
the  wiitings  of  the  ancient  fathers,  would  do  well  to  point 
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out  the  book,  chapter,  edition,  and  page,  in  order  to 
enable  the  reader  to  form  a  proper  judgment.  ^  . 

Lastly,  it  is  necessary  to  make  an  accurate  distinction 
between  a  quotation  properly  so  called,  and  a  passage  of 
scripture  introduced  and  applied  as  a  part  of  a  discourse. 
For  if  a  writer,  in  treating  any  known  doctrine  of  the 
BiUe,  uses  the  words  of  scripture,  he  is  at  liberty  to  add  to, 
or  subtract  from,  to  contract  or  dilate  tiiem  in  a  manner, 
that  is  best  adapted  to  tlie  tenor  of  his  discourse.  But  even 
such  passages  are  not  unworthy  of  notice,  for,  if  they 
are  difierent  in  diflPerent  manuscripts,  and  any  one  of 
these  latter  coincides  with  the  former,  the  coincidence  is 
not  to  be  considered  as  a  matter  of  chance.  But  when 
no  manuscript  corroborates  the  readipg  in  such  a  piassage, 
it  is  entitled  to  no  voice,  in  deciding  on  the  text  of  the 
Greek  Testament. 


SECT.     ill. 


.Division  of  the  Fathers^  according  to  the  languagesy  in 

which  they  wrote. 

JN  collecting  reading  from  the  works  of  the. fathers, 
an  accurate  distinction  must  be  made  between  those 
who  wrote  in  Greek,  and  those  who  wrote  in  another 
language.  Properly  speaking,  the  former  only  are  to  be 
'Considered,  when  we  select  readings  for  the  Greek  Testa- 
ment, and  the  latter  immediately  relate  to  the  text  of  the 
TersioG^  from  which  they  are  quoted,  unless  particular 
mention  be  made  of  the  Greek,  or  the  writer,  like  Jerom, 
made  a  practice  of*  correcting  the  translation  of  bb 
country  from  the  original. 

I  will  begin  with  the  Syrian  fathers,  because  in  treat- 
ing of  them  I  shall  be  less^  exposed  to  the  danger  of 
,cOntradiction,  since  in  general  only  men  of  learning  and 
judgment  have  written  on  that  subject.  It  hits  been 
doubted  whether  Ephrem  the  Syrian  understood  thosb 
languages,  in  which  the  Bibte ,  was  written :    my  own 

opinion 
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opinion  is,  that  he  did  not^';  tius^at  least  is  certatD, 
that  in  his  Sjfffiac  commentaries  he  quotes,  the  Bible 
from  the  Syriac  version,  in  the  same  manner  as  Luther's 
translatioa  is  quoted  in  Geman  commentaries,  except 
-Id  some  particular  cases,  where .  the  original  is  particU*' 
lariy  mentioned.  I  am  much  better,  acquainted  with 
his  writings  on  the  Old  Testament,  than  with  thfDse  on 
the  New,  and  I  have  there  observed  that  he  frequently 
deviates  from  the  common  Syriac  text,  which  might  be 
corrected  from  his  quotations,  tt^ough  at  other  times  his 
readings  appear  to  be  less  accurate  than  tho8<e  of  the 
Polyglot.  In  some  few  places  he  alludes  to  the  original, 
but  observations  of  that  kind  may  perhaps  be  as^ibed  to 
others,  rather  than  to  £phrem  himself.  I  speak  at*  pre*- 
sent  of  bis  Syriac  works :  witli  respect  to  his  Gre^k  writ- 
ings, I  shall  make  some  observations  in  the  sequel.  The 
writings  of  the  most  learned  Syrian  fathers,  before  his  time, 
are  no  longer  extant. 

The  Latin  fathers^  have  acted  in  the  same  manner  as 
the  Syrian,  and  have  quoted  the  Bible  according  to  their 
own  version',  tlie  later  lathers  have  quoted  the  Vul- 
gate, whereas  the  .  most  ancieitf  have  used  one  of  those 
versions,  that  existed  before  the  time^f  Jecom.  And.  in 
tiie  same  manner,  as  the  old  Latin  versions  diflfer  from 
each  other,  we  find  a  difference  in  the  quotaticHis  of  the 
same  passage  in  the  writings  of  different  fathers.  Ter- 
tullian,  for  instance,  quotes  a  different  text  from  thgt 
which  appears  to  have  been  in  use  either  in  Ronici,  or  in 
3filan.  Even  Jerom,  who  made  it  his  particu^r:  bosi* 
ness  to  corre<;t  the  Latin  translation  from  tb^  <uiginal, 
is  to  be  understood  in  general  either  of  the  commoii 
version,  or  his  .  own  corrected  edition,  whenever  be  d0r 
cdares  noi  the  contrary.  Those,,  who  are?  accjustomed  t^ 
the  writings,  of  the  Latin  fathers,  expect  to  fiqd  no  oih^t 
quotations,  than  such  as  are  taken  ftom  the  Laltiiir  y^r 
sion,  and  Ansaldus,  the  zealous  advocate  foj  the  read*- 
ings  of  the  fiittiers,  has  not  Attempted  to  prove  ajny  thing 
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fbrtber.  The  superscriptidn  to  tbe  sixth  chapter  of  ha 
&SC  b06k  is,  Sanctos  patres  non  solum  in  commentaras 
ad  biblia,  sed  et  in  poleoiicis  lucubrationibus^  in  hoau«- 
lib,  et  ubicunque  se  sciiptoras  citare  dicijint:  alque  08ten<- 
dunty  textibus  sen  versionibus  ac  edilioaibas  adbiHsse 
suis.  Men  conversant  with  the  works  of  the  ftetthers  can 
hardly  be  of  a  difierent  opinimi,  and  the  members  of  ihe 
diurch  of  Rome,  who  are  in  general  better  acquainted 
with  them  than  we  Protestants,  seem  in  general  to  take 
this  doctrine  for  granted*  But  by  many  members  of  our 
church  this  doctrine  is  thought  extraordmary,  not  in- 
deed  by  men  of  real  learning,  but  by  those  who  without 
snfficieilt  knowledge  presume  to  enter  tbe  lists  of  sacred 
criticnm.  This  is  particularly  the  case  in  the  contip- 
versy  relative  to  i  John  v.  7.  the  advocates  for  which 
passage  seemed  dissatisfied  with  theanswer  of  their  oppo^ 
nents,  that  its  being  quoted  by  tbe  Latin  lathers  proved 
nothing  more,  than  that  it  existed  at  that  time  in  Ilia 
Latin  version.  They  ask,  by  what .  means  we  can  be 
certain  that  the  Latin  fathers  quoted  from  the  Latin  ver- 
sion? Now  this  is  a  very  extraordinary  question,  espe- 
cially when  proposed  by  persons,  who  do  not  pretend  to 
have  a  knowledge  of  the  fisithers,  and  the  only  answer  to 
be  given  is,  that  those  who  doubt  the  &ct,  should  either 
study  the  Others,  and  convince  thenoselveB  by  actual  ex- 
perience, or  give  credit  to  persons,  who  have  more  know- 
ledge of  the  subject  than  themselves*  Bnt  to  make  tbe 
lAatter  compfehenstble  to  those,  who  have  never  opened 
the  writings  of  an  ancient  ftither,  we  need  only  appeal  to 
the  common  practice  of  modem  divines,  who  in  their 
public  sermons  constantly  quote  the  Bible  finom  the  ver- 
sions of  their  respective  countries,  even  though  they  are 
acquainted  iPilh  the  original  itself.  The  same  is  true 
in  regpurd  to  the  commentaries,  which  are  written  by  the 
der^  in  their  native  languages;  almost  the  only  p^-> 
sons,  who  quote  from  the  original,  are  University  Pro- 
fessorS)  because  Greek  and-  H^rew  are  generally  known 
in  those  seats  of  learning ;  but  even  these,  when  they 
iirrite  in  German,  adhere  tn  the  traoslation  of  Luther. 
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We  have  no  reason  therefore  to  suppose  ibat  preachers 
and  commentators^  who  lived  in  ages  in  which  a  know- 
ledge of  Greek  and  Hebrew  was  very  uncommon,  would 
pay  SQ  little  regard  to  the  understandings  of  their  hearers^ 
or  readers,  as  to  quote  the  Bible  ni  any  other,  than  the 
usual  and  known  translation.  And  when  mistakes  had 
been  made  in  this  translation,  it  is  probable  that  they 
woidd  have  reserved  all  corrections  and  emendations,  to 
their  remarks  on  the  text,  provided  they  had  sufficient 
knowledge  of  the  original:  but  it  is  certain  that  most  of 
.  them  were  ignorant  of  Greek,  and  therefore  wholly  UU'^ 
equal  to  the  undertaking.  If  it  be  asked,  by  what  means 
we  discover  this  degree  of  ignorance  in  the  Latin  ^eithers, 
I  answer,  by  the  study  of  their  writings,  and  of  ecclesias* 
'  tical  history.  But  I  would  recommend  to  those,  who  are 
capable  of  proposing  questions  of  this  nature,  not  to 
waste  the  tkne  and  attention  of  the  public  by  presuming 
to  write  on  controversial  Divinity. 

Those  fathers,  whose  writings  we  possess  not  in  the 
QTi^naly  bat  only  in  a  translation,  are  to  be  considered 
in  the  same  light,  as  if  they  quoted  the  New  Testament 
from  the  language,  that  was  known  to  their  translators-; 
from  the  Greek,  if  their  mrks  were  translated  into  Greek; 
from  the  Latin,  if  translated  into  I^tin ;  for  it  was  the 
usual  practice  of  translators,  not  to  render  literally  the 
quotetions  of  their  author,  but  to  have  recourse  to  that 
edition  of  the  ffible,  which  was  common  in  their  respec- 
tive countries.  This  observation  applies  in  particular 
to  Irenseus,  whose  books  adoersus  kareses  exist  only  in  a 
Latin  translation.  In  this,  the  quotations  from  the  New 
Testament  are  perfectly  correspondent  to  the  old  Latin 
version,  as  it  stood  before  the  time  of  Jerom,  andto  the 
quotations  of  the  Latin  fathers :  and  on  comparing  th^ 
few  quotations,  that  are  extant  on  the  fragments  of  -the 
Greek  original,  we  fijid  that  they  have  readings  diffe^nt 
from  those  of  the  Latin  text.  The  readings  therefofb 
which  are  collected  from  the  works  of  Irenieus,  refer  kn*- 
*nediately,  not  to  the  Greek  but  to  the  Latin ;  and  wben^ 
^ever  we  find  the  name  of  this  Greek  father  eimong  the 
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varite  lectiones,  it  ou^t  rather  to  be  understood  of  bis 
translator,  than  of  IreneBUs  himself.  Those  passages 
alone  are  to  be  excepted,  which  are  either  immediatety 
taken  from  the  Greek  fragments,  or  which  are  of  such  a 
nature  as  to  determine  from  the  context,  what  reading  b 
found  in  the  •  original.  For  mofe '  information  on  this 
subject,  the  reader  may  consult  my  latfe  lather's  Trac* 
tatio  critica  de  variis  lectionibus  Novi  Testamenti,  §  14 
— 18,  and  the  Orient  Bibl ".  Vol.  VIII.  p.  153.  >%|th 
respect  to  an  opinion  of  Knittel  on  the  Revelation  of 
St  John. 

The  remarks,  that  have  been  made  on  the  works  of 
Irenasus,.  are  likewise  applicable  to  those  of  Ephrem  the 
Syrian.  He  quoted  from  the  Syriac  New  Testament, 
but  Ins  translator,  instead  of  re-translating  into  Gredr 
the  Syriac  text  of  his  quotations,  substituted  the  words 
of  the  original  itself.  I  confess  however  that  I  never 
made  a  particular  study  of  the  Greek  works  of  Epbrem  : 
the  judgment,  which  I  have  formed,  is  rather  from  a 
cursory  examination,  but,  as  Mill  in  his  Prolegomena, 
§  800,  801.  delivers  the  same  opinion,  it  is  probably  not 
far  removed  from  the  truth.  An  accurate  collation  of 
the  Syriac,  and  translated  Greek  works  of  Ephrem,  with 
the  Syriac  version,  can  alone  determine  in  what  extent 
this  rule  is  to  be  applied,  and  it  what  cases  it  admits  of 
exceptions. 

Mill  and  Wetstein  '^  have  given,  in  their  Prolegomena, 
a  catalogue  tyf  those  fathers,  from  whom  they  have  se- 
lected various  readings.  They  contain  much  valuable 
information,  and  are  by  no  means  unnecessary  even  to 
those,  who  are  acquainted  with  ecclesiastical  history,  and 
the  works  of  the  fathers :  for  a  man  may  be  acquainted 
with  their  lives,  and  with  their  writings  in  general,  with- 
out having  a  critical  knowledge  of  their  manner  of  quot- 
ing the  New  Testament.'  This  subject  is  sometimes 
^"eat^  by  tbe  editors  of  the  fathers,  either  in  the  pre- 
face, or  in  separate  dissertations:  for  instance,  in  the  first 
.volume  of  the  late  Venetian  edition  of  Theophylact,  there 
is  a  very  excellent  treatise  on.  the  manuscripts  of  the  Greek 
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Testainent,  used  by  that  fiither,  whose  works  are  of  very 
great  importance  in  sacred  critacism.  But  the  limits  of  • 
this  IntroductiOD  permit  me  to  say  no  more  on  the  pre- 
sent subject,  and  my  readers  have  perhaps  on  that  account' 
00  loss,  as  the  works  of  the  fathers  neither  have,  nor 
could  have  been  my  particular  study,  unless  I  had  n^- 
lectad  matters,  wBich  were  to  me  of  more  importance.  ^ 
Before  I  close  this  section,  I  will  propose  a  question 
to  the  learned,  which  seems  worthy  of  their  considera- 
tion, namely,  in  what  manner  those  authors,  who  were 
natives  of  Syria,  but  wrote  in  Greek,  quote  the  New 
Testament ;  whether  they  do  not  even  in  their  Greek 
writings  follow  the  Syriac  version,  to  which  they  were 
accustomed  from  their  childhood.  To  answer  this  ques- 
tion, many  data  must  be  collected,  which*  I  have  not 
done ;  but  I  will  mention  two  or  three  which  at  present 
occur  to  me.  Porphyry  quotes  the  reading  vf  Hraift, 
Mark  i.  2.  which  is  found  in  the  Syriac  version,  but  in 
very  few  manuscripts,  as  I  observed  above,  ch.  vii.  §  6. 
But  on  the  other  hand  lie  quotes  «x  «»«£«&»»,  John  vii.  8. 
which  is  not  in  the  Syriac  version,  nor  in  the  greatest 
number  of  the  Greek  manuscripts,  but  found  only  in  a 
£3w  latinizing  manuscripts,  in  the  Vulgate,  and  in  the 
Codices  Vercellensis,  Veronensis,  and  Forojulianus  '^. 


S  E  C  T.     IV. 


Of  the  defects  ohseroable  in  the  extracts^  which  have  been 
hitherto  made  from  the  writings  of  the  Fathers^  and  the 
manner,  in  which  they  are.  to  be  remedied. 

^HE  writings  of  the  fatliers  present  the  critic,  in 
his  researches  on  the  text  of  the  New  Testament, 
with  matter  for  many  fruitful  inquiries,  and  they  deserve 
therefore  to  be  collated  with  more  accuracy  and.  dili- 
gence, than  they  have  hitherto  been. 

The  following  is  a  remarkable  instance  of  a  defect  of 
this  kind,  in  the  editions  of  the  New  Testament  with 

various 
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various  readtngs.  In  the  ptissage  Joba  L  13.  which  oc- 
casioned the  above^-tnenlbDed  controversy  in  Italy,  rela-^ 
tive  lo  the  critical  authority  of  the  iatbers.  Mill  refers 
imly  to.  his  Prolegomena,  where  he  bad  observed  that  the 
Valentinians  read  '  natus  est  ;*  Wetstein  writes  that  the 
Valentinians  read  tynwi^,  and  that  the  Latin  Codex 
Veronensis  has  the  same  reading.  But  both  these  critics 
omit  a  material  circumstaoce,  which  is  mentioned  by 
Ansalikis,  and  treated  by  him  at  large,  Lib.  II.  cap.  iv.* 
that  TertuUian  himself  adopted  it  as  the  genuine  read« 
ii\g  '^  and  that  it  is  found  in  the  works  of  several  other 
fibers.  Bengel  has  something  more  than  Wetstein,  but  . 
not  all  that  might  be  said  00  this  subject. 

Another  defect  is,  that  the  critics  in  general,  not  ex- 
cepting Wetstein,  do  not  always  enable  their  readers  to 
re^er  to  the  passages  quoted  from  the  fathers.     When 
ooly  the  name  of  the  father  is  mentioned,  or  the  parti-* 
cular  book  specified,  without  notice  being  taken  of  chap-^ 
ler,  edition,  or  page,  it  is  not  in  the  power  of  the  reader,  . 
unless  he  submits  to  vast  labour,  to  examine  the  evi* 
dence  that  is  produced,  and  to  pay  attention  ta  all  those 
circumstances,  by  which  the  authority  of  quotations  of  ^ 
this  kind  is  increased,  or  diminished.      It  would  be 
however  a  piece  of  injustice  toward  Wetstein,  if  I  n^ 
lected  to  mention,  that  he  in  many  cases  has  not  only 
quoted  with  all  this  accuracy,  but  has  even  produced 
the  words  themselves :  so  that  he  might  be  considered  > 
as  a  pattern  for  future  critics,  if  he  had  always  observed  * 
the  same  exactness  '^     It  has  Been  observed,  that  MiH 
has  sometimes  erroneously  quoted  fhe  fathers,  nor  wUl  I 
take  upon  me  to  assert  that  Wetstein  is  never  guilty  of 
similar  mistakes,  though  I  never  met  with  an  example. 

The  preceding  remarks  must  excite  a  wish  in  the  minds 
of  those  who  are  friend^  to  sacred  criticism^  that  some  per- 
son qualified  for  the  t^  would  collect  into  a  volume  all 
the  readings,  which  have  been  selected  firom  the  different 
fathers^  and,  in  order  to  correct  mistakes  and  supply  de- 
fects, take  the  trouble  to  read  through  all  their  writings. 
A  work  of  this  kind  would  be  of  great  value  to  future  Mills 

and 
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afid  Welsteins^  tt^  would  iako  be  a  puUic  archive^  to  . 
which  every  oat  coiild  have  recourse  iu  cases  of  doubt.. 
Hie  materials,  that  must  be  used  by  a  critical  editor  of  the 
Greek  Testament,  are  so  numerous  and  extensive^  that 
it  is  hardly  in  th&  power  of  the  same  peraoo,  who  collates 
G4neek  nianuscripis,  or  ancient  versions,  to  make  extracts 
sufficiently  copious  from  the  works  of  the  fathers  1  ;Dor 
is  the  margin  of  a  Greek  Testament  capable  of  conCain-, 
ing,  in  addition  to  the  readings  of  manuscripts  and  ver- 
sions, suth  ample  authorities  from  the  fathers,  as  I  could  . 
wish  to  see  produced.     Should  any  one  undertake  the  . 
ta^k,  which  I  have  just  proposed,  I  would  recommend  , 
to  bis  attention  the  following  rules : 

1.  To  read  through  with  attention  the  writings  of  the . 
fathers,  as  well  Syriac,  as  Greek  and   Latin,  to  note  . 
every  passage  that  is  quoted  from  the  New  Testament, 
and  not  to  satisfy  himself  with  those  texts  only,  which' 
the  editor  had  noted  in  the  margin     Ephrem  the  Syrian  , 
would  be  one  of  the   first  authors,  which  should  draw 
his  attention ;  but  there  are  Syriac  commentators  of  ^till  • 
greater  importance,  whose,  works  are  preserved  in  manu- 
script in  the  Vatican. 

2.  To  make  use  of  the  best  edition  of  each  ftither,  that  , 
k,  not  the  most  splendid,  the  most  expensive,  or  the  . 
newest,  but  the  most  correct  edition. 

3.  That  in  an  Index  made  for  that  purpose  he  parti- 
cularly note  the  editions  which  he  has  used,  that  the 
reader  may  himself  be  enabled  to  refer  to  the  quoted 
author. 

4«  To  quote  not  only  by  book,  and  chapter,  but 
likewise  the  page. 

5«  To  quote,  whenever  it  is  necessary,  the  words 
diemsdves,  with  those  preceding  and  following,  that  the 
reader,  without  referring  to  the  original,  may  judge 
from  the  connection,  whether  the  father  actually  quoteid 
the  New  Testament,  or  only  borrowed  from  it  thoughts 
or  expressions.  Also  to  take  particular  notice,  whether 
the  Cither  expressly  declares  that  the  sentence  itself  is  a 
part  of  scripture. 

6.  Not 
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61  Not  to  render  this  woiic,  that  will  be  udavoidaUy 
voluminous  in  itself,  still  more  prolix^  tedious,  and  ex- 
pensive, by  long  and  useless  observations.  An  opinion 
xoncisely  delivered,  in  the  manner  of  Wetstein,  might 
be  sometimes  agreeable  to  the  reader,  who,  on  the  other 
hand,  could  not  fail  of  being  disgusted  by  an  ostentatious 
display  of  learning,  in  a  work  which  property  relates  only 
to  sim|)le  evidence,  and  plain  fiicts.     . 

7.  Whenever  he  omits  a  quotation,  nliich  had  been 
alleged  by  Mill  or  Wetstein,  that  he  assign  his  reason 
for  so  doing,  in  order  to  assure  the  reader  that  an  error 
of  his  predecessors,  not  his  own  negligence,  was  the  cause 
of  his  omitting  the  quotation. 

S.  That  he  distinguish  by  some  mark  those  quotations 
from  the  fathers,  which  had  been  noticed  neither  by  Mill| 
nor  Wetstein. 

Whoever  should  undertake  the  task,  which  I  have 
proposed,  and  faithfiiiy  fulfil  these  conditions,  would 
iiot  only  derive  instruction  himself  from  a  usefiil  study' 
of  }he  fathers,  and  that  perhaps  in.  his  leisure  hours,  but 
^duld  merit  the  thanks  of  the  church,  and  deserve  the 
rank  of  a  Mill,  or  a  Wetstein.  If  it  should  be  thought 
too  much  for  one  man  to  undertake  the  whole,  he  might 
confine  his  attention  to  the  Greek,  another  to  the  Latin, 
a  third  to  the  Syriac  fathers.  Men  of  learning,  who  re- 
side in  the  country,  and  who  frequently  neglect  the  labo- 
rious paths  of  learning,  for  want  of  an  object  to  rouse 
their  attention,  have  here  a  new  field  that  lies  open  to 
their  view. 

The  wish  expressed  in  the  preceding  paragraph,  which 
was  written  some  yeara  ago,  had  in  a  great  measure  been 
gratified  by  Dr.  Griesbach,  who  has  made  very  accurate 
extracts  from  the  works  of  Origin :  and  it  is  to  be  hoped 
that  the  public  will  be  presented  with  the  result  of  his 
learned  labours.       ^ 

The  critical  conjectures  of  the  fathers,  and  the  altera- 
tions, which  manv  heretics  have  made  in  the  text  of  the 
New  Testament,  in  order  to  render  it  more  conform^Ie 
to  their  own  tenets,  will  be  examined  in  the  foUowrag 

chapter. 


SECT-  IV.       Works  of  Ecclesiastical  JVritei's.  385 

chapter,  because  in  such  cases,  both  fathers  and  heretics 
are  not  to  be  considered  as  evidence,  since  they  conjec- 
ture, or  invent,  without  the  support  of  munuscripts,  oc 
any  other  authority. 


CHAPTER    X. 


CONJECTURAL    EMENDATIONS    OF   THE    GREEK      * 

TESTAMENT. 

S  E  C  T.    I. 

The  question^  whether  critical  conjecture  is  applicable  to 
the  New  Testament ^  is  not  to  be  decided  on  thcolugical 
grounds, 

TT  is  one  of  the  most  important,  and  at  the  san^e  time 
one  of  the  most  disputed  points  in  sacred  criflcism, 
whether  what  is  called  conjectura  critica  may  be  applied 
to  the  New  Testament?  or,  in  other  words,  whether -in 
certain  cases,  and  under  certain  restrictions,  provided 
'  we  use  all  due  care  and  caution,  we  may  reject  the  read- 
ings of  all  the  manuscripts,  versions,  and  fathers,  and 
merely  on  a  probable  supposition  admit  a  reading,  that 
is  supported  by  no  written  authority  ?  and  whether,  if 
we  proceed  on  these  principles,  we  have  any  reason  to 
expect,  that  we  shall  ever  arrive  at  the  truth  ? 

Many  men  of  learning,  who  undoubtedly  deserve  a 
place  in  the  list  of  critics,  are  of  opinion  that  conjectures 
are  as  allowable  at  present  in  the  New  Testament, 
as  in  the  Classic  Authors.  Yet  the  greatest  number 
of  our  divines  considered  them  formerly  as  presump- 
tuous, if  not  impious ;  but  those  very  persons,  who 
are  so  strenuously  attached  to  the  printed  text,  are  not 
aware,  as  Wetstein  has  observed  in  his  Prolegomena, 
that  a  very  great  number  of  readings,  wfiich  they 
80  zealously  support,  are  nothing  more  than  critical 
conjectures,  advanced  either  by  the  ancient  fathers,  or 
by  the^  modem  editors  of  the  Greek  Testament  in  the 
Vol.  IL  Bb  sixteenth 
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sixteenth  and  seventeenth  centuries.  These  readings 
therefore  must  be  immediately  rejected,  if  critical  <:on- 
jecture  is  wholly  inadmissible. 

Now  this  question  is  purely  critical,  and  if  we  would 
arrive  at  certainty,  we  must  argue  not  on  theological, 
but  on  critical  grounds.  The  argument,  which  is  drawn 
from  the  hypothesis,  that  divine  providence  would  not 
permit  the  true  reading  in  any  text  of  the  New  Testa- 
ment to  be  lost,  seems  very  extraordinary,  when  we  con- 
sider the  persons  who  have  applied  it.  For  these  very 
men  make  no  scruple,  in  imitation  of  Gusset,  to  guess 
at  the  meaning  of  Hebrew  words  merely  from  the  con- 
text, and  thereby  tacitly  acknowledge  that  divine  pro- 
vidence' has  not  guarded  against  the  necessity  of  conjec- 
ture in  the  Old  Testament.  Why  therefore  should  they 
deny  that  the  same  liberty  may  be  taken  in  the  New  ? 
I  confess  that  I  am  not  attached  to  Gusset's  party,  though 
it  was^  formerly  in  great  repute,  since  a  man  may  easily 
conjecture,  though  possessed  of  little  knowledge :  and 
yet  I  cannot  deny  that  there  are  several  Hebrew  words^ 
of  which  the  meaning  cannot  be  ascertained  with  any 
degree  of  certainty.  If  divine  providence  therefore  has 
permitted  conjecture  to  be  necessary  in  determining  the 
meaning  of  words  in  the  Old  Testament,  it  cannot  be 
inconsistent  with  the  same  providence,  that  conjectures 
should  be  made  on  the  readings  of  the  New  Testament. 
Besides,  no  man  can  assert,  that,  because  the  true  read- 
ing of  any  passage  is  no  longer  to  be  found,  it  is  tbere*- 
fore  totally  lost,  since  the  number  of  manuscripts  of  the 
Greek  Testament,  (not  to  mention  other  ori^nal  docu- 
ments) which  have  been  actually  collated,  are  trifling  in 
comparison  with  the  whole  number  that  have  been  writ- 
ten ;  and  a  reading,  which  is  now  supported  only  by 
probable  conjecture,  may  hereafter  be  confirmed  by 
good  authority. 

Nor  does  it  diminish  the  certainty  of  our  faith,  that 
dome  few  passages  of  the  New  Testament  have  certain 
internal  marks,  which  discover  them  to  be  not  genuine, 
and  which  render  it  necessary  to  restore  the  true  reading 

by 
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by  critical  conjecture.     Our  faith  would  tlien  only  be  in 
danger,  if  the  number  of  those  passages  was  so  very  great, 
as  to  render  the  whole  New  Testament  suspicious ;  or  if 
the  principal,  and  distinguishing  doctrines  of  Christianity 
must  be  either  added  to,  or  taken  from  the  sacred  text, 
on  no  other  autliority  than   that  of  mere  conjecture. 
And  it  must  be  evident  to  every  man,  that  the  New 
Testament  would  be  a  very  uncertain  rule  of  life  and 
manners,  and  indeed  whoUv  unfit  to  be  used  as  a  standard 
of  religion,  if  it  were  allowable,  as  is  the  practice  of  se- 
venal  Socinians,  to  apply  critical  conjecture  in  order  to 
establish  the  teqets  of  our  own  party.  For  instance,  if,  in 
order  to  free  ourselves  from  a  superstitious  doctrine,  on 
the  supposition  that  the  Divinity  of  Christ  is  ungrounded, 
we  were  at  liberty  to  change,  without  any  authority, 
diii  fi¥  i  Aoyoc,  John  i.  1 .  mto  3*1?  ?>  0  xiyo^y  and  i  wv  iin  * 
wJ9r»¥  dfoc,  Rom.  ix.  5*  ii^to  Zp  S  It)  tsr«vr«v  ^tof^  the  ' 
Bible  would  become  so  very  uncertain,  that  every  man 
might  believe,  or  disbelieye,  as  best  suited  his  own  prin- 
ciples.    Against  critical  conjectures  of  this  kind,  I  shall 
in  a  subsequent  section  bring  such  arguments,  as  I  think 
every  candid  and  impartial  Deist  will  acknowledge  to  be 
true.     But,  if  we  assume  not  to  ourselves  the  power  of 
altering  articles  of  religion,  and  confine  our  emendations 
to  mere  matters  of  criticism,  if  we  alter,  for  instance, 
iwitfac^v-av^  Heb.  xi.  37.  to  cim^tt^tto-fty,  the  grounds  of 
our  faith  are  by  no  means  affected,  nor  have  we  retson 
to  fear  any  evil  consequence. 

Indeed,  I  am  apprehensive  that  many  divines,  by  a 
too  great  rigour  on  this  subject,  support  the  cause  of  the 
enemies  of  our  religion,  who  insist  that  the  adniission  of 
critical  conjecture  renders  faith  uncertain.  For,  though 
it  will  appear  from  the  following  section,  that  critical 
conjecture  is  not  absolutely  necessary  for  the  establishing 
of  the  true  text  of  the  Greek  Testament,  yet  there  are 
passages  in  the  Hebrew  Bible,  in  which  we  cannot  well 
dispense  with  it. 
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SECT.    IL 

Critical  examination  of  this  question* 


1 


N  this  section  I  will  set  aside  all  dogmatical  arguments, 

and  examine  the  question  in  point  in  »  purely  critical 
manner. 

In  ancient  writings,  of  which  only  one  copy  is  extant, 
criiical  conjecture  is  indispensable.  For  it  is  not  to  be 
expected,  that  the  copyist  has  no  where  made  a  mistake  ; 
and  the  further  hp  is  removed  from  the  age  in  which 
the  author  lived,  the  more  copies  in  the  mean  time  must 
have  been  taken,  and  of  course  the  number  of  mistakes 
must  have  increased  in  proportion.  Where  there  are 
errors  therefore  in  this  single  copy,  they  can  be  corrected 
by  no  other  means,  than  by  critical  conjecture.  For 
this  reason  thie  first  editors  of  ancient  authors,  at  the 
time  of  the  revival  of  learning,  were  obliged,  where 
they  had  only  a  single  manuscript,  to  make  corrections 
in  many  cases  accordiVig  to  probable  conjecture:  and 
though  they  have  fallen  sometimes  into  error,  yet  their 
editions  would  have  been  much  less  perfect,  if  they  bad 
not  availed  themselves  of  this  liberty.  Even  in  the  pre- 
sent age  we  should  act  on  the  same  principles,  if  we  had 
the  good  fortune  to  discover  a  manuscript  of  those 
books  of  Livv,  which  are  now  Manting. 

The  necessity  of  critical  conjecture  remains  the  same, 
even.where  there  are  several  manuscripts,  if  those  manu- 
scripts are  only  copies  of  one  and  Jthe  same  more  ancient 
manuscript:  for  those  copies,  with  all  their  deviations 
from  each  other,  represent  to  us  only  a  single  manuscript. 

Both  of  these  cases  take  place  in  regard  to  Tacitus,  as 
Emesti  has  shewn  in  the  preface  to  that  author,  in  the 
two  first  leaves  of  the  sheet,  that  have  the  signature  B. 
Critical  conjecture  therefore  is  absolutely  necessary  in  the 
writings  of  Tacitus.  Ernesti  has  several  useful  remarks 
on  this  subject,  which  I  wish  my  readers  would  consult, 
because  they  would  elucidate  the  subject  in  question. 

They 
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They  are  of  importance  in  the  criticism  of  the  New 
Testament,  provided  any  part  of  it  comes  under  the 
above  description. 

If  we  have  more  than  a  single  copy  of  any' work,  and 
those  copies  are  transcripts  of  different  and  distinct  ma-> 
Duscripts,  the  necessity  of  critical  conjecture  decreases 
iu  proportion  to  the  number  of  copies :  but  it  does  not 
entirely  vanish,  upless  the  number  of  the  manuscripts  is 
very  considerable.  For  an  erroneous  reading  may  have 
been  so  widely  propagated,  as  to  have  found  admission  * 
into  many  transcripts:  and  the  true  reading  may  be 
discoverable  in  none,  some  having  one  erroneous  reading, 
others  another. 

We  have  no'  reason  therefore  to  censure  the  critics  of 
the  sixteenth  century,  if  in  their  editions  of  the  Greek 
Testament  they  have  sometimes  departed  from  the  read- 
ings oi  their  manuscripts,  and  substituted  in  their  stead 
such  as  were  agreeable  to  probable  conjecture.    Erasmus 
of  Rotterdam,  when  he  published  his  first  edition  of  the 
Greek  Testament,  had  very  few  manuscripts:  of  the  Re- 
velation, in  particular,  he  had  only  one,  and  we  cannot 
suppose  therefore  that  he  was  in  possession  of  all  the 
genuine  readings.     Luther  likewise,  in  his  translation  of 
the  New  Testament,  admitted  critical  conjecture,  ren- 
dering Tads'*,  Acts  ix.  3G.  by  *  Tabia,'  according  to  a 
supposition  of  Reuchlin.     It  is  true  that  this  conjecture 
was  erroneous:  but  another  alteration,  which  in  his  time 
was  mere  conjecture,  or  at  best  was  only  supported  by 
the  Vulgate,  namely  his  translation  of  airaTotK,  2  Pet.  ii. 
13.  as  if  it  were  etyaweutt  has  been  since  confirmed  by 
the  authority  of  manuscripts.    That  Luther  had  actually 
seen  noauuscripts  A*ith  this  reading,  as  Saubert*  conjec- 
tures, is  very  improbable,  when  we  consider  that  in  the 
place'where  he  resided,  no  manuscripts  were  preserved, 
and   the  consultation   of  manuscripts   was    foreign   to 
Luthers  plan  of  study.     This  at  l^ast  is  certain,  that  he 
often  applied  critical  conjectures  in  the  Old  Testament, 
which  have  been  supported  by  no  authority  whatsoever. 

After 

*  Vsu'ws  lectiones  M&ttbxi,  p.  35,  36.  38. 
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After  the  publication  of  the  editions  of'  Erasmus,  of 
the  Complutensian  edition,  which  was  likewise  taken 
from  written  copies,  and  that  of  Robert  Stephens,  with 
various  readings  from  fifteen  manuscripts,  the  necessity 
of  critical  conjecture  was  considerably  diminished ;  and 
more  caution  was  requisite  in  the  admission  of  a  new 
reading,  if,  as  the  number  of  manuscripts  increased,  it 
could  be  found  in  none  of  them.  Yet  the  number  of 
collated  manuscripts  was  at  that  time  so  small,  in  com- 
parison with  that  which  we  have  at  present,  the  extracts 
were  so  few,  and  so  imperfect,  and  the  ancient  versions, 
if  we  except  the  I^tin,  were  so  little  known,  that  we 
have  no  right  to  censure  an  editor  of  that  age,  for  assum- 
ing to  himself  the  right  of  critical  conjecture.  If  Coli- 
nasus'  therefore,  and  Beza^,  have  inserted  in  the  text  of 
their  editions,  readings  which  they  found  in  no  manu- 
script, and  which  were  supported  only  by  critical  con-* 
jecture,  they  were  in  very  different  circumstances  from 
tliose  in  which  we  are  at  present:  for  we  have  not 
only  ten  times  as  many  witnesses  for  or  against  a  reading, 
as  they  had,  but  we  have  examined  them  with  much 
greater  accuracy;  and  the  assertion  of  Wetstein,  that 
modern  critics  have  the  same  privilege  as  those  of  the 
sixteenth  century,  is  not  wholly  agreeable  to  the  truth '. 
Nay,  even  that,  which  I  should  consider  as  allowable  to 
Erasmus  Schmid  *^  who  collected,  the  materials  for  bis 
Greek  Testament  in  the  beginning  of  the  seventeenth 
century,  though  it  was  not  published  before  the  year 
1658,  would  be  unwarrantable  in  a  critic,  who  lived  in 
the  latter  part  of  the  eighteenth  century. 

For  the  probability,  that  critical  conjecture  alone  can 
restore  the  true  reading,  decreases  in  the  same  propor- 
tion as  our  materials  of  criticism,  or  collections  of  var 
rious  readings,  increase.  And  since  so  many  manuscripts, 
works  of  the  fathers,  and  ancient  versions  made  in  dis*> 
tant  countries,  and  in  different  periods,  have  been  care- 
fully collated ;  since  also  those  very  ancient  Latin  ver- 
sions,, that  vary  so  considerably  from  each  other,  and 

were 

*  See  Wetstem's  Prolegomena,  p.  141. 

y  lb.  p.  147.  *  lb.  p.  153. 
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were  translated  from  very  different  Greek  manuscripts,, 
have  been  made  known  to  the  public,  we  might  doubt 
whether  critical  conjecture  ought  not  at  present  to  be 
entirely  rejected. 

Yet  the  right  of  critical  conjecture  has  been  supported, 
even  in  the  present  age,  by  several  warm,  and  even 
learned  advocates.  However  they  have  not  felt,  and  of 
course  not  answered  the  objection,  which  I  have  made  in 
the  preceding  paragraph :  they  have  too  much  attended 
to  theological  objections  ;  or  they  have  too  hastily  drawn 
conclusions  from  principles,  that  are  applicable  only  to 
writings,  of  which  there  are  but  a  few  manuscripts,  to 
the  criticism  of  the  New  Testament,  of  which  we  have 
a  very  copious  collection  of  various  readings.  The  most 
celebrated  advocate  for  the  right  of  critical  conjecture  is 
Wetstein,  who  has  delivered  his  sentiments  on  this  sub- 
ject, p.  854 — 858.  of  the  second  volume  of  his  Greek 
Testaoient  \ 

AU  things,  however,  considered,  I  would  not  under- 
take to  banish  conjecture  entirely  from  the  criticism  of 
the  New  Testament.  I  feel  very  strongly  the  weight  of 
one  of  Wetstein's  proofs,  though  he  has  not  given  it  the 
whole  force  of  which  it  is  capable.  He  says,  p.  855. 
however  inimical  the  clergy  have  been  to  the  use  of  cri- 
tical conjecture,  they  have  not  been  able  themselves  to 
refirain  from  alterations  in  the  sacred  text,  which  are  sup- 
ported by  no  authority ;  and  adds,  cum  ventum  ad  vemm 
est,  ratio  moresque  repugnant  Now  the  practice  of  the 
ancient  theologians,  and  fathers,   which  he  alleges  in 

support 

*  He  says,  p.  855.  Qusero  qua  via  is,  cui  codices  alios  consulere  non 
licet,  scire  possit,  quli\  auta  prima  manu  scriptum,  aut  postea  immuii 
tatam  sit>  nisi  ex  iiigenio,  conjecturu,&c.  Now  it  is  true,  that  if  we 
had  only  one  manuscript,,  or  one  edition  of  the  Greek  Testament, 
that  critical  coniecture  would  be  admissible  ;  but  Wetstein  himself 
has  taken  care  thai  we  should  not  be  in  this  situation.  Jn  this  edi* 
tion  alone  we  can  consult  the  readings  of  above  a  hundred  manu* 
scripts  ;  and  it  is  a  matter  of  great.doubt,  whether  in  that  case  we 
are  at  liberty  to  alter  the  text  from  mere  conjecture.  All  his  argu« 
ments  in  favour  of  the  contrary  opinion,  which  I  have  not  leisure  at 
present  to  examine  separately,  are  weakened  at  once  by  what  has 
been  said  in  the  foregoing  paragraphs  *• 
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support  of  his  argument,  does  not  appear  to  be  of  great 
weight ;  for  those  ancient  writers  wece  not  in  possession 
of  such  a  collection  of  various  readings  as  we  are.  And 
yet  there  are  certain  passages  in  the  Greek  Testament,  in 
which  I  can  liardly  refrain  from  the  use  of  critical  ton- 
jecture,  in  opposition  to  the  authority  of  ail  our  written 
documents ;  some  ot  which  passages  the  reader  will  find 
in  my  Exposition  of  the  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews  ^.  If  it  is 
asked,  why  I  would  admit  in  those  cases  the  right  of  cri- 
tical conjecture^  in  opposition  to  written  authority  ? 
I  answer,  because  the  text  itself,  after  all  the  pains  which 
have  been  bestowed  on  it,  still  seems  to  be  sometimes 
faulty,  or  at  least  to  be  capable  of  an  alteration,  that 
would  be  more  suitable  to  the  context,  and  better  adapted 
to  the  design  of  the  writer.  For  instance,  I  cannot  rea^ 
Aom.  viii.  2.  without  supposing  that  the  Apostle  wrote, 

fA,£  XTTO  ra  vofAH  mi  ufAuglix^  xai  th  d'AvariK,  because  the  an- 
tithesis would  be  then  complete,  and  a  sense  would  be 
expressed  that  is  suitable  to  the  design  o^  the  Apostle. 
In  ^hort,  it  appears  to  me,  that  there  are  some  few  pas- 
sages in  the  New  Testament,  which,  in  the  language  of 
criticism,  are  called  loci  affecti,  passages,  in  which  we 
have  hitherto  been  able  to  derive  no  assistance,  either 
from  manuscripts,  fathers,  or  versions,  and  which  demand 
therefore  the  aid  of  critical  conjecture. 

It  is  true,  that  the  great  number  of  manuscripts  brought 
from  different  and  distant  countri^,  together  witii  the 
numerous  ancient  versions,  may  be  alleged  as  a  weighty 
arguuient  against  its  admission  :  for  it  might  be  urged, 
that  they  would  hardly  be  all  erroneous  in  one  and  the 
same  passage,  and  that  one  and  the  same  mistake  should 
have  been  made  in  each  is  certainly  not  to  be  e;xpected. 
But  we  must  recollect,  that  not  a  single  manuscript  is 
now  extant,  that  was  written  in  the  four  first  centuries, 
and  that  the  ancient  versions  have  not  descended  to  us 
without  alterations.  It  is  likewise  evident  from  the 
writings  of   the  fathers,    that  many  readings  were  in 

those 

*  For  instance,  Ileb.  xi.  37.  atii.  25. 
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those  times  in  the  Greek  manuscripts,  which  are  at 
present  to.  be  found  in  jnone',  or  only  in  a  very 
few ' ;  having  been  altered  either  by  accident,  or  because 
they  appeared  to  the  transcribers  to  be  obscure,  or  ex- 
ceptionable. It  is  therefore  not  impossible  that  other 
readings,  which  have  not  been  preserved  in  the  works 
of  the  fathers,'  or  in  the  Greek  manuscripts,  may  have 
been  equally  lost ;  and  among  them  perhapsr  some  that 
were,  genuine.  Besides,  it  is  not  impossible  that  there 
are  many  important  manuscripts  of  which  we  have  no 
knowledge,  and  that  a  collation  of  those  manuscripts 
might  confirm  the  critical  conjectures,  of  the  eighteenth 
century,  in  the  same  manner  as  many  conjectures  of  the 
sixteenth  century  have  b^en  confirmed  in  ihe  eighteenth, 
by  the  authority  of  manuscripts,  and  ancient  versions. 

What  I  have  said  against  critical  conjecture,  is  not 
applicable  in  an  equal  degree  to  all  the  books  of  the  New 
Testament,  and  not  at  all  to  the  Revelation  of  St.  John. 
For  of  some  books  we  have  fewer  transcripts  than  of 
others,  and  of  the  Revelation  we  havettie  fewest  of  all. 
In  this  book  therefore  it  is.  the  most  probable,  that  the 
text  stands  in  need  of  critical  conjecture. 

Likewise  in  other  books  of  the  New  Testament,  there 
are  cases,  in  which  it  is  difficult  to  refrain  from  using 
the  same  liberty.   The  conjecture  of  Casaubon,  that  the 

reading 

^  For  instance,  q^vf  before  Ba^aCCtity,  Matth.  xxvii.  16,  17.  See 
cb.  tL  sect.  11. 

^  For  instance,  John  i.  1 8.  •  fAoroyivnf  df«(,  a  reading  which  we  find  in 
the  quotations  of  the  ancient  fathers,  and  in  the  ancient  versions,  and 
which  was  probably  the  common  reading  in  the  first  centuries.  But  at 
present  it  is  found  in  only  two  manuscripts,  namely,  in  the  eighth  of 
Stephens's  manuscripts,  add  in  one  of  them,  which  beknged  to  Colbert. 
Yet  it  is  a  reading  which  conveys  a  good  sense,  and  is  agreeable  to  the 
other  expressions  used  by  St.  John.  The  eternal  Son  of  God,  whom  he 
had  before  called  God,  might  not  improperly  be  termed  0  ^voyinK  di of  • 
Though  it  is  a  bold  expression,  it  is  not  contrary  to  the  rules  of  the 
strictest  grammar:  and  in  the  same  manner  a^  the  Jews  called  the  true 

God  *  the  first  bom  of  the  world*  (chv  bO  IDI),  and  Christ  himself 

is  calledowprrorexof,  IIeb.i.6.  somight  St.  John  haye  ventured  to  ufe 
the  expression  •  /Mrayii^f  Siof • 
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reading  of  Luke  i.  39,  should  be  nr  tr«^iy  Uta^  and  that 
ofVallay  who  proposed  to  read,  Acts  ix.  7.  ^wfn^nf  fAt9 
TO  f«f,  fAfihva  ii  oKMom^j  are  so  probable,  that  I  cannot 
avoid  acceding  to  them.  And  the  first  editors  of  the 
Greek  Testament  so  sensibly  felt  the  impropriety  of  the 
reading  u»ec  n  P«(,  Luke  xiv.  5.  that  they  unanimously 
'insert^  o»ec,  though  they  found  it  in  not  a  single  manu- 
script. It  is  true  that  they  had  the  authority  of  the  Vul- 
gate, but  even  there  the  alteration  had  probably  been 
made  from  mere  conjecture*. 

To  what  has  been  already  observed  on  this  subject, 
may  be  added  a  remark,  which  gives  a  new  turA  to  the 
inquiry,  and  entitles  us  to  the  use  of  critical  conjecture. 
Namely,  it  is  probable,  that  all  our  manuscripts,  and 
versions  of  the  New  Testament,  were  taken,  not' from 
the  single  copies  of  the  Gospels  and  Epistles,  which  pro- 
ceeded from  the  hands  of  the  Apostles  themselves,  but 
from  the  collection,  that  was  formed  of  the  several  parts 
of  the  New  Testament.  We  ai'e  in  the  same  situation, 
therefore,  as  that  which  I  described  above,  in  speaking 
of  the  works  of  Tacitus,  nor*  would  this  situation  be 
altered,  even  if,  instead  of  two  hundred  and  ninety^two 
manuscripts,  which  I  enumerated  in  the  sixth  section  of 
the  eighth  chapter,  we  had  above  a  thousand.  For  they 
would  still  be  transcripts  of  one  and  thesame  copy :  and 
if  this  copy  had  any  errors,  which  it  would  be  the  highest 
presumption  to  deny,  these  errors  must  have  been  trans* 
mitted  into  ev^ry  manuscript  of  the  Greek  Testament 
whatsoever,  and  these  errors  can  be  remedied  only  by 
the  aid  of  critical  conjecture.  See  the  remarks  which 
were  made  on  the  publication  of  the  Greek  Testament^ 
ch.  vi.  §  2.  of  this  Introduction. 

It  appears  then,  that  a  collection  of  critical  conj^tures 
may  be  of  great  use  in  establishing  the  genuine  text  of 

the 

*  One  maBaacript  of  the  old  Latia  version  has  '  filios,' others  have 
'  asinus,"  which  last  reading  has  heep  adopted  iu  opr  present  Vulgate. 
That  it  is  an  alteration  from  conjecture  is  the  more  probahle,  because 
the  Codex  Caritabrigiensis  has  another  alteration,  vi2.  «^«rp»,  which 
is  certainly  mere  conjecture. 
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the  Greek  Testament :  ftnd  it  is  lilcewise  attended  with 
this  particular  advantage,  that  we  are  led  by  it  to  ex* 
amine  manuscripts,  and  other .  original  documents^  with 
greater  accuracy,  in  order  to  see  whether  those  readings, 
which  had  no  other  support  than  conjecture,  may  not 
be  estaUished  by  written  authority  ?  For  we  know  fjrom 
actual  experience,  that  this  has  been  the  case  with  seve-* 
ral  readings :  a  conjecture  of  Laurentius  Valla,  relative 
to  Acts  ix.  7.  has  been  confirmed  by  the  Ethiopic  ver* 
sion  :  and  having  once  proposed  myself,  in  my  public 
lectures,  to  read  aXit\»^»i  for  ftXXa^ai,  OaL  iv.  20.  I 
was  reminded  that  Griesbach  had  produced  this  reading 
from  his  Codex  66. 

A  collection  of  the  kind,  which  I  remembered  in  the 
preceding  paragraph,  has  been  published  by  Bowyer,  a 
learned  printer  in  London.  The  first  edition  appeared 
in  1763,  under  the  title.  Conjectural  Emendations  on 
the  New  Testament,  collected  firom  various  authors,  and 
was  added  as  a  supplement  to  Bowyer's  edition  of  the 
Greek  Testament,  in  which  the  editor  mentioned  in  the 
title-page  only  the  initials  of  his  name.  The  second 
edition  was  published  in  1772,  with  considerable  addi« 
tions,  which  edition  was  translated  into  German  by  Pro-^ 
fessor  Schulz,  and  much  improved  by  tlie  learned  trans- 
btor.  The  third  edition,  with  still  greater  improve- 
ments,  was  published  in  London  in  1782.  This  is  a 
work  w^hich  is  classical  in  its  kind,  and  to  which  the 
remarks  of  future  critics  will  pirobabiy  be  annexed. 


SECT.    in. 

TTie  propriety  of  critical  conjecture  considered  i  posterior e^ 
and  from  its  application  to  particular  examples. 

fH  E  objections,  which  may  be  made  k  priore  to  the 

use   of   critical    conjecture,  *  though    they    appear 

plausible  on  the  first  view,  have   been  fully  answered 

in 
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in  the  preceding  section.  But  an  examination  of  the 
various  conjectures  which  have  in  different  ages  been 
proposed  by  men  of  the  first  eminence,  and  been  almost 
universally  adopted,  will  teach  us  to  be  very  cautious 
how  we  apply  it  ourselves.  Of  several  hundreds,  which 
Bowyer  has  produced,  there  is  hardly  on^,  which,  after 
an  impartial  examination,  will  be  found  probable.  Most 
of  them  are  the  result  of  hurry,  ignorance,  or  at  least  a 
want  of  knowledge  in  matters  which  have  been  since 
placed  in  a  clearer  light;  and  they  have  nothing  else  to 
recommend  them  but  a  quality,  which  is  always  to  be 
suspected  in  the  art  of  criticism,  that  of  being  more 
easy  and  intelligible  to  common  readers,  and  of  being  de- 
void of  that  roughness,  w  hicb  characterizes  the  genuine 
readings  of  the  Greek  Testament.  On  the  other  hand, 
it  cannot  be  denied,  that  there  are  some  few,  which  bear 
on  them  the  marks  of  probability.  The  matter  being 
thus  circumstanced,  it  is  evident,  that  too  much  care 
.cannot be  taken  in  the  admission  of  critical  conjectures 
into  the  text  itself.  Where  ancient  critics  have  taken 
this  liberty,  modern  critics  contend  that  they  have  in- 
jured the  text.  I  will  therefore  mention  a  few  instances* 
that  the  reader  may  be  able  to  judge  for  himself^. 

Of  all  the  fathers,  no  one  was  so  well  qualified  by  his 
learning  for  makfng  critical  conjectures  as  Origen ;  and 
no  one  has  ventui^ed  to  go  further.  One  of  his  conjec- 
tures relates  to  tiie  following-  texts,  Matth.  viii.  28. 
Mark  v.  i*  I^uke  viii.  26.  on  which  he  writes  as  follows, 
in  his  Commentaries  on  St.  John,  Tom.  VI.  *  Who- 
ever would  perfectly  understand  the  sacred  writings^  mpst 
not  think  tiiat  a  minute  attention  to  proper  names  is  of 
no  importance.  For  mistakes  in  proper  names  are  to  be 
found  in  the  Greek  manuscripts,  of  which  the  following 
is  an  example.  It  is  related  by  the.  Evangelists,  that  the 
country,  where  the  swine  were  driven  by  the  devils  into 
the  sea,  was  the  Land  of  the  Gerasehes  (x^f »  t»»  Fi^ot*- 
«^v»»^.  Now  Gerasa,  which  is  a  city  of  Arabia,  has  neither 

lake 

*  The  latter  part  of  this  section  may  be  coosidered  as  an  appendix 
to  chap,  yi,  sect.  ii. 
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lake  nor  sM  near  it :  and  it  is  impossibfe  that  the  Evan- 
gelists, who  were  well  acquainted  with  Palestine,  could 
have  made  so  palpable  a  mistake.  Some  of  the  manu* 
scripts  have  rwy  Taiafn^up^  but  Gadafa,  which  is  a  city  in 
Judaea,  is  also  at  a' distance  from  any  lake,  or  sea.  But 
^Oergesa,  which  gives  name  to  the  country  of  the  Gerge- 
senes,  is  an  ancient  city  on  the  lake  of  Tiberias ;  and  near 
to  it  there  are  steep  rocks,  which  hang  over  the  sea,  where 
at  this  very  day  the  place  is  shewn,  from  which  the  swine 
fell'.'.  On  this  relation  of  Origen  may  be  m^de  the  fol* 
lowing  remarks : 

1.  Origen  considers  it  as  certain,  that  all  the  manu- 
scripts, with  which  he  was  acquainted,  were  in  some  places 
erroneous. 

2.  It  is  his  intention  to  confirm  this  opinion  by  an  ex- 
ample, which  to  him  appears  to  admit  of  no  doubt.  Yet 
this  very  example  is  an  argument  against  Origen,  and 
against  the  use  of  critical  conjecture. 

3.  The  reading  Tt(y%€ww¥,  which  is  that  of  our  com- 
mon printed  editions,  he  found  in  no  manuscript;  for  all 
his  ^manuscripts,  and  that  in  all  the  three  Gospels,  had 
either  Tgfa^puvy  or  Tata^nvw.  The  reading,  therefore, 
rt(ytn¥»9,  which  is  generally  found  in  our  manuscripts, 
can  be  ascribed  to  no  x>ther  caoise,  than  the  conjecture  of 
Origen. 

4.  His  reason  for  rejecting  T»tafnm9  was,  because 
there  was  no  sea  near  Gadara.  But  this  is  not  sufficient 
gKOund  for  rejecting  the  reading.  For  Gadara,  which 
he  places  in  Judsa,  a  name  that  he  probably  uses  to  sig- 
nify all  Palestine,  was,  according  to  the  acco^ints  of 
Josephu^*,  the  capital  .of  Persea;  and  from  this  town 
the  whole  of  the  adjacent  country,  as  far  as  Galilee,  was 
called  T»tct(^i\.  The  country  of  Gadara,  therefore, 
extended  as  far  as  the  sea  of  Tiberias,  into  which  the 
swine  fell :  and,  as  th^  Evangelists  relate  not  that  Christ 
came  to  Gadara,  but  only  into  the  country  of  the  Ga- 
darenes,  or,  in  other  words,  that  he  crossed  the  sea  of 

Tiberias^ 

•  Bell.  Jud.  Lib.  IV.  cap.  vii.  §  3; 
t  Bell.  Jud.  Lib.  III.  cap.  iii.  §1. 
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TiberiaSy  and  landed  on  the  eastern  shore,  it  is  of  no  im- 
portance, whether  there  was  a  sea  near  Gadara  itself,  or 
riot  Origen  therefore  mi^t  have  permitted  this  reading, 
which  he  found  in  a  few  manuscripts^  but  which  we  have 
only  in  the  Syriac  version,  to  remain. 

5.  It  is  equally  unimportant,  whether  there  was  a  sea 
near  the  city  Gerasa,  which  lay  on  the  other  side  of  the 
Jordan,  near  the  river  Jabbok  f  for  the  reading  Ti(aaiii¥V¥, 
does  not  imply  that  Christ  came  to  the  city  Gerasa, 
but  only  to  the  country  of  the  Gerasenes.  Now  it  ap- 
pears from  the  accounts  of  Josephus  *,  that  Gerasa  was 
a  large  fortified  town,  and  that  it  gave  name  to  a  certain 
district,  in  a  part  of  which  a  fort  was  built  of  the  name 
of  Ragaba '.  Now  Ragaba,  or  as  it  is  written  in  He- 
brew, Argob,  M'as  fifteen  Roman  miles  to  the  west  of 
Gerasa :  and  Reland.  in  his  Palsestina,  p.  959.  observes 
that  the  land  of  the  Gerasenes  extended  a  great  way  to 
the  westward,  a  circumstance  necessary  for  the  under- 
standing of  the  New  Testament.  It  is  not  improbable, 
therefore,  that  the  land  of  the  Gerasenes  bordered,  in 
some  places,  on  the  lake  of  Gennesareth ;  and  it  is  not 
manifest  that  riprfivow,  as  Origen  lEisserts,  is  absolutely  a 
felse  reading.  In  fact,  we  have  no  concern  with  ibecky 
of  Gerasa,  in  inquiring  into  a  reading,  which  relates  only 
to  the  country  at  large,  which  derived  its  name  from 
the  city.  In  Arabic,  Gersh  (o^),  sigmfics  the  Land  of 
Gilead.  See  the  Supplementa  ad  Lex.  Heb.  Num.  4^1. 

6.  The  alteration  of  the  text  to  Tf^yftf^iwis  Origen 
grounded  on  no  other  authority,  than  that  a  place  near 
tlie  city  of  Gergesa  was  stilt  shewn,  at  that  very  tim^ 
where  the  swine  fell  into  the ,  sea.  Now  every  one,  who 
knows  the  impositions  which  have  been  practised  on 
travellers  through  Palestine,  in  pointing  out  to  them  the 
scenes  of  actions  recorded  in  the  sacred  writings,  must 
wonder  that  so  learned  and  so  sensible  a  man  as  Origen, 
could  alter  the  text  of  three  Evangelists,  merely  on  such 
a  tradition. 

7.  Still 

♦  Bell.  Jud.  Lib.  I.  cap.  ir.  §  8. 

'  Awt^anp  t9  T«if  T»^a^9ii9  fotf  troXi^^icM  F«y«C4  ^^v^in  mn^  rv 
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7*  Still  further  :  it  is  possible,  if  not  probable,  that 
the  name  of  Gergesa  did  not  exist  in  the  time  of  Christ 
and  his  Apostles.  This  suspicion  must  certainly  arise  in 
the  mind  of  every  man,  who  has  attentively  read  tlie 
works  of  Josephus.  This  historian  was  perfectly  well  ac^ 
quainted  with  Galilee,  and  the  whole  country  bordering 
on  the  Jordan,  not  only  as  b^ing  a  Jew,  but  as  having 
commanded  a  body  of  troops,  witli  which  he  had  tra- 
versed the  country  by  night  and  by  day ;  and  yet  it  does 
not  appear  that  he  knew  of  any  such  land  as  that  of  the 
Gergesenes.  In  the  first  book  of  his  Antiquities,  chap.  6. 
\  2.  after  having  mentioned  the  nations  of  Canaan,  de- 
scribed in  the  tenth  chapter  of  Genesis,  he  proceeds,  *  but 
of  the  other  seven,  the  Hetites,  the  Jebusites,  the  Amo* 
rites,  the  Gergesenes,  the  Euda^ans,  the  Sinites,  and  the 
Zemarites,  we  have  nothing  remaining,  but  their  names, 
which  exist  in  the  sacred  writipgs  S  because  the  Hebrews 
have  rased  their  cities  to  the  ground.'  Besides,  it  appears 
from  Joshua  iii.  10.  that  the  Gergesenes  dwelt  on  this  side 
the  Jordan,  not  on  the  other  iside,  where- the  event  in 
question  is  recorded  to  have  happened. 

It  is  certain,  therefore,  that  Origen  had  no  solid  reasons 
for  altering  the  text,  or  for  supposing  that  the  same  error 
had  crept  into  three  different  passages  of  the  New  Testa* 
ment,  and  that  this  error  was  retained  in  all  the  Greek 
manuscripts,  which  he  was  able  to  procure.  \iTi$ytmmw 
bad  been  the  true  reading,  it  is  hardly  possible  K>r  it  to 
have  been  expunged  from  three  different  Gospels. 

I  will  mention  another  instance,  which  relates  to  John 
i.  28.  Origen  found,  as  he  says,  in  almost  all  his  ma* 
nuscripts,  or,  if  we  may  judge  firom  what  follows,  in 
every  one  of  them  without  exception  ^,  this  verse  thus 
written,  '  these  things  were  done  in  Bethany  beyond 
Jordan,  where  John  was  baptizing.'  But  Origen  re** 
jected  this  reading  for  the  following  reason  :  ^^  As  I  have 

been 

'  I  underatand  the  words  of  Josephus,  as  if  stopped  in  the  following 

^  This  at  least  is  Wetstein's  opinion^  thobgh  the  words  of  Origen 
«  n*t  a«cessarily  imply  it. 
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been  in  tliat  country,  in  order  to  trace  the  footsteps  of 
Christ  and  his  Apostles,  I  am  persuaded,  that  we  ought 
ifbt  to  read  Bethany  in  this  passage,  but  Bethabara.  For 
Bethany,  ^s  the  Evangelist  himself  relates,  was  the  birtli- 
place  of  Lazarus,  Martha,  and  Mary,  and  only  fifteen 
-stadia  from  Jerusalem ;  but  the  Jordan  was  at  least,  to 
speak  in  round  numbers,  a  hundred  and  ninety  stadia 
from  that  city.  Nor  is  there  any  city  whatsoever  of  the 
name  of  Bethany  near  to  that  river.  But  there  is  a  city 
of  the  name  of  Bethabara  on  the  banks  of  the  Jordan, 
where  it  is  said,  that  John  baptized*." 

Here  again  Origen  grounds  the  reading,  which  he  has 
substituted  for  Bethany,  on  no  other  autbor4ty  than  the 
relation  of  such  persons  as  conduct  travellers  to  the 
places  in  Palestine  which  are  mentioned  in  the  sacred 
writings.  These  persons  either  had  no  inclination  to 
conduct  Origen  to  the  Bethany  which  lay  on  the  other 
side  of  the  Jorclan,  as  the  journey  might  have  been  at* 
tended  with  danger,  on  account  of  the  tribes  of  wan- 
dering Arabs  which  infested  that  country ;  or  they  were 
wholly  ignorant  of  the  place.  Not  to  lose  therefore  their 
profits  arising  firom  conducting  strangers,  they  shewed 
Bethabara  to  Origen,  as  the  place  where  John  baptized, 
and  the  learned  mther  was  credulous  enough  to  believe 
them. 

Now  his  objections  to  the  common  reading  entirely 
vanish,  as  soon  as  we  examine  the  text  itself,  and  inquire 
into  the  real  state  of  tlie  case.  Origen  says,  that  Bethany 
lay  near  Jerusalem,  and  therefore  at  a  distance  from  the 
Jordan.  But  it 'may  be  asked,  whether  there  was  not 
more  than  one  city  of  that  name ;  and  whether  we  must 
necessarily  suppose  that  the  city  in  question  was  the  place 
where  Lasarus  resided  ?  It  appears  even  from  the  ex- 
pression used  by  St.  John,  that,  whether  we  read  Bethany, 
or  Bethabara,  there  was  more  than  one  city  of  the  nanie^ 
which  he  mentioned :  for  if  any  man  should  say,  ^  these 
things  were  done-  at  Frankfort  on  the  Oder,'  every  man, 
even  without  a  knowledge  of  Germany,  would  conclude, 
that  there  was  some  other  town  of  the  same  name,  from 

which 
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which  the  former  was  distinguished  by  the  addition  of 
an  epithet     In  the  same  manner,  v^hen  St.  John  speaks 
of  Bethany  beyond  Jordan,  we  must  suppose  that  there 
were  two  cities  of  that  name,  and  that  the  city  which  he 
meant  was  different  from  that,  which  was  situate  on  the 
mount  of  Olives.     But  Origen  says  that  there  was  no 
town  of  the  name  of  Bethany  on  any  part  of  the  Jordan. 
Now  we  might  reply,  that  Origen  hardly  visited  all  the 
towns  on  the  banks  of  the  Jordan,  and  that^  like  ottier 
pilgrims,  he  probably  took  the  route,  which  was  pointed 
out  by  his  guides;  or  that  the  wars  between  the  Jews 
and  the  Romans  had  so  desolated,  and  so  altered  the 
face  of  the  country,  that  many  towns  might  have  existed 
in  the  time  of  John  the  Baptist,  of  which  no  traces 
remained  in  the  days  of  Origen.     But  this  answer  is 
unnecessary,  for  the  Evangelist  uses  a  very  indeterminate 
expression,   he  says  that  the  place,  M'here  John  baptized, 
was  on  the  other  side  of  the  Jordan,  an  expression  which 
by  no  means  impHes  that  the  town  lay  on  the  banks  of 
that  river ;  for  h  might  have  been  situated  either  on  the 
Jabbok,  or  on  some  other  stream  considerably  to  the 
eastward,  where  John  had  a  sufficient  supply  of  water 
for  the  purpose  of  baptizing.      The  alteration,  there- 
fore, which  was  made  by  Origen,  was  wholly  without 
foundation. 

Jerom,  though  he  was  a  man  of  profound  learning, 
changed  BaA^tSsA,  which  he  found  in  all  his  manu- 
scripts, into  BffA^fCsC,  for  no  other  reason  than  because 
he  did  not  understand  the  common  reading.  That  which 
he  has  substituted  has  been  approved  by  several  critics,* 
has  been  adopted  in  the  Vulgate,  and  thence  transferred 
te  Luther's  translation ;  but  the  alteration  was  wholly 
unnecessary,  as  the  reading  fit i A^tCnX  is  highly  applicable 
to  the  prince  of  the  devils,  as  may  be  seen  m  the  Sup« 
plementa  ad  Lex.  Hebrdca,  Num.  268. 

Luther  adopted  the  conjecture  of  Reuchlin  TaCia  fox 
TaC«0«,  Acts  ix.  36.    But  at  present  no  man  would  sup- 
port it,  who  knows  that  KfT^  is  a  good  Chaldee  word, 
the  status  empbaticus  of  N^3Q- 
Vol.  IL  C  q  Te 
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To  mention  only  one  more  example  of  eritical  con- 
jecture. Several  critics  have  thought  the  following  pas-* 
l^age,  re  ya^  Ayaf  lEtpec  ofo(  trtv  o  rti  A^aCifi,  Gal.  iv.  25* 
SO  very  extraordinary,  that  they  have  attempted  to  alte^ 
it  from  mere  conjecture,  as  may  be  seen  in  Bowyer's 
Critical  Conjectures.  But  no  man,  who  knew  that  the 
Arabic  word  Ilagar  (>F^)  signified  a  rock",  could 
think  of  making  an  alteration  in  this  passage :  for  it  is 
obvious  thit  TO  Aya^  in  the  neuter  cannot  signify  the 
woman  Hagar,  and  St.  I^aul  has  not  been  guilty  of  a 
grammatical  error,  since  the  passage  must  be  translated 
'  the  word  Hagat  denotes  mount  Sinai  in  Arabia.'  This 
remark  I  made  many  years  ago  in  my  notes  to  the 
epistle  to  the.  Galatians :  and  the  collector  of  the  Coti- 
jectural  Emendations  has  likewise  a  similar  remark,  it 
being  his  udual  practice  to  mention  those  objections, 
Which  may  be  niade  to  the  proposed  amendments.  A 
conjecture  of  Dr.  Semler,  relative  to  the  latter  part  of 
the  epistle  to  the  Romans,  was  noticed  ig  the  Gottingen 
Review  for  1768,  N*  30.  and  combated  on  the  same 
ground,  as  Professor  Schulz,  who  had  not  seen  that  num- 
ber, has  taken  in  his  edition  of  Bowyer's  Conjectures, 
p.  385 — 397.  The  agreement  between  the  arguments 
used  in  both  of  those  works  is  remarkable. 

The  foregoing  specimens  are  sufficient  to  shew  how 
unnecessary  critical  conjestures  are  in  general  in  n^ard 
to  the  New  Testament :  and,  as  most  of  them  are  of 
the  same  stamp,  it  would  be  useless  to  produce  any 
other  examples. 


■*«■ 


«ss 


S  E  C  T.    IV. 
Some  critical  conjectio'cs  proposed  by  the  aatkor  *. 

T  HAV£  said  above,  fliat  there  are  cert^n  passages  \n 
^  the  New  TeStartent,  in  ^hich  I  can  hardly  ftiffdih 
from  venturing  a  critical  conjecture.    I  will  mention  a 

fevr 

*  See  the  Supplem^nta  ad  Lex.  Hebraica,  p.  49B. 


SECT.  IT.         of  the  Greek  Testament.  403 

few  examples,  because  they  may  tend  to  illustrate  the 
preceding  sections ;  and  .  if,  since  the  time  that  any 
one  of  them  occurred  to  me,  I  have  found  reason  to  alter 
my  opinion,  I  will  add  that  this  or  that  conjecture  is 
unnecessary.  The  number  of  them  b  but  small,  because 
I  have  never  sought  for  them,  and  have  only  noted  those, 
which  seemed  to  force  themselves  upon  me* 

Id  St  Matthew's  Gospel  I  have  only  one,  namely,  cb. 
XX viti.  1 6.  where  I  would  read  e»  h  uhnx  KAI  ei  |t*»ODrai. 
Likewise  Triller  s  Conjecture,  ih  utrgv  v/miv  for  1^8  uroy 
vfAip,  V.  7.  of  the  same  chapter,  is  extremely  probable* 
My  reason  for  this  opinion.  I  have  given  in  the  History 
of  the  Resurrection,  p.  118,119.  324.  But  the  first  of 
these  readings  may  possibly  be  ascribed  to  the  negligence 
of  the  person,  who  translated  St.  Matthew's  Gospel. 

Mark  xiv.  69.  n  tffeuiwKn.  This  reading  implies  that 
it  was  the  very  same  maid,  who,  v»  67.  has  accused  Peter 
of  lieiog  a  companion  of  Christ ;  and  it  contains  an  evi- 
dent contradiction  to  Matth.  xxvi.  71.  ii^iir  «ure»  »AAna 
It  may  be  asked  then,  whether  wttihrxn  was  never  written 
without  the  article,  I  will  not  appeal  to  the  Ethiopia 
8od  Coptic  versions,  which  have  ^  another  maid,'  because 
this  reading  might  have  been  substituted,  in  order  to 
avoid  the  above-mentioned  contradiction.  Likewise  in 
the  English  version,  though  it  was  certainly  made  from 
an  addition,  in  which  ^  iru,J$(nifi  stood,  has  not  ^  the  maid,' 
but  ^  a^raoid*'  The  question  is,  whether  my  coojteture 
can  be  eonfirmed  by  the  authority  of  no  manuscript. 

Mark  xvi.  %.  aim  sitp  tiiroy.  Ought  we  not  to  read 
Wofiirey?  See  the  History  of  the  Resurrection,  p.  135. 

Mark  xvi.  14*  avetnUfAtpoig  avrotq  roK  fv^cxa.      Has  no 

maDQScript  avaxiif4£»oK  auroK  KAI  roi;  »^(x«  ?  This  read- 
ing would  perfectly  correspond  to  Luke  xxiv.  36. 

Luke  vi.  29.  4(?r«  rs  cufo^ro^  tr»  ro  »ju»t««v  xai  ro¥  ^nw» 

§im  wtKv^,  Ought  not  the  order  ot  these  words  to  b6 
inverted,  and  the  passage  written,  a^ro  m  cufo^rof  vh  rov 

Xfrmm  xfti  TO  Ifxarioit  (An  Ku\\)9if^}  The  position  of  X'fwy 

and  i/btATiey  would  then  correspond  \a  their .  position, 
MaUb*  V.  4Q;  and  the  passage  could  be  more  easily 

c  c  2  •     explained 
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explained  from  the  laws  of  the  Jews,  as  I  have  shewn  in  the 
Mosaic  Law,  Sect.  148.  N°3.  But  I  acknowledge  that 
the  alteration  is  not  absolutely  necessary,  for  Christ  might 
have  used  both  of  these  expressions,  and  St.  Matthew 
have  observed  that  arrangement,  which  was  most  intel- 
ligible to  a  Jew,  St.  Luke  that  which  was  roost  intelli- 
gible to  a  foreigner ;  or  St.  Luke  himself,  for  want  of 
sufficient  knowledge  of  the  Jewish  law  *,  might  have 
inverted  these  expressions,  in  which  case  the  present 
reading  must  be  ascribed,  not  to  a  copyist,  but  to  the 
author  himself. 

.Lukeix.  10.  The  word  «»TiX(u  seems  to  have 'been 
omitted  after  i ic  roxov  f^vfAoy,  '  to  a  desert  place,  opposite 
to  a  city,  which  is  called  Bethsaida.'     See  Mark  vi.  45. 

Luke  xi.  36.  •  This  verse  would  be  more  intelligible, 
if  we  inserted  the  aVticle  to,  and  read  ubp  re  <rw^a  <nt  eAe» 

^wrfi»«v,  fAH  tywt  ri  pf^oc  o^oriivoy,  cr«i  ^wriw^it  TO  oA,e»  ^^ 

The  meaning  of  the  passage  would  then  be,  '  if  in  con- 
feqaence  of  one  perft^ct  eye  thy  whole  body  is  light,  take 
care  that  the  whole,  that  is,  the  whole  man,  body  and 
soul,  become  light.'  The  eyes  give  light  to  the  body, 
but  that,  which  Christ  calls  light,  shall  enlighteui  or  ^ve 
true  knowledge  to  the  whole  man. 

Luke  xii.  1 5*  ^^  «x  »  r^  xrf^ir^fUfiy  ri»i  91  ^wi  «ur«  in' 
fx  rm  uirft(;^oyr«y  »vt».  It  may  be  asked, '  whether  St« 
Liuke  did  nut  write  on  vx  fv  ry  TfipwvitDt  rivi  n  ^«n  «uni 
fr(»,  AAA*  fx  r»y  Mira^^Qrtfcy  aura,  that  is,  i  «e  iive  not 
from  that,  which  is  superabundant,  but  from  that,  whidi 
we  really  enjoy,  or  from  that  which  we  employ  in  food, 
raiment,  &c.'  See  Horace's  Satires,  Book  L  1.  45 — 64. 
Even  without  making  an  alteration  in  the  text,  we  might 
give  it  the  same  sense,  provided  we  inserted  a  comma 
after  fn>« 

Luke  xxiv.  12.  It  seems  to  me  that  something  is  here 
wanting,  relative  to  the  appearance  of  Christ  to  P^;er^ 

which 

*  See  the  Mosaic  Law,  Vol.  III.  p.  49—51. 

^  Or  without  the  insertion  of  the  article  if,  instead  of  oXov,  we 
read  oXm»,  the  soul,  or  reason,  for  Suidas  explains  lku%  as  syoony* 
moos  to  f{«fifM(  and  vy%m* 
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vjhich  is  recorded  1  Cor.  xv,  5/  and  which  St.  Luke 
himself  mentions,  ch.  xxiv.  34-  My  reason  for  this 
opinion   is  given  in  the  History  of  the  Resurrection, 

p.  191—193.  -. 

John  vi.  21.  fiiiXop  H¥  avroy  xoiSsiv.  This  is  a  contra* 
dictioD  to  the  relation  of  the  other  Evangelists,  who  say 
that  the  disciples  actually  took  Christ  into  the  ship.  Per-, 
haps  St.  John  wrote  haOov  «»  avrop  Xotiuif.  This  conjecture 
would  be  alloned  in  profane  writers,  who  had  been  eye- 
witnesses of  the  same  fact ;  and  no  reason  can  be  assigned 
why  it  should  be  refused  to  the  sacred  writers,  when  they 
appear  to  be  at  variance  with  each  other. 

John  xvii.  io.  tih^acft^xi.     Ought  it  not  to  be  written, 
MtgaM-o/uei,  the  paulo  post  futurum?  The  sense  would 
then  be,  '  I  shall  soon  be  glorified  through  them : '  for 
Christ  was  at  that  time  not  yet  glorified  in  his  Apostles. 

Acts  ix.  16.  inroJfi^fif  «UT».  An  alteration  in  this  pas- 
sage occurred  to  me  before  the  publication  of  Bowyer  s 
Conjectures,  in  which  a  shnilar  amendment  is  proposed 
by  some  one  who  signs  himself  R  ^.  As  the  two  con- 
jectures are  not  precisely  the  same,  and  yet  have  a  great 
similiarity  to  each  other,  I  will  mention  that  which  oc- 
curred to  me,  as  it  is  always  a  presumption  in  favour  of 
a  conjecture,  when  two  different  critics  wiite  itidepm- 
dently  of  each  other,  and  yet  propose  the  same  amend- 
ment. The  alteration  which  occurred  to  me  was  Mvtit^c^ 
mnr^  and  in  my  pujkilic  lectures  I  have  explained  the 
passage  as  follows: -non  tam  vexavit  ecclesiam  meam, 
quam,.  me  ita  rem  moderante,  alios  vexans  vidit,  quid 
debeat  ipse  aliquandp  pro  me  pati.  Non  nova  illi  erunt, 
quorum  exemplum  in  aliis  proeivit. 

Acts  xvi.  26.  xai  vft»rw»  ra  ^frpn  pfOn.  This  passage 
is  very  suspicious,  and  seems  to  be  one  of  those  interpo- 
lations, with  which  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles  have  been 
particularly  disfigured.  It  is  possible  that  doors  may  be 
broke  open  by  an  earthquake,  but  it  is  hardly  possible 
that  the  fetters  of  prisoners  should  be  loosed,  at  least  not 
without  wounding  the  persona  who  wore  them.  And, 
what  18  likewise  extraordinary,  not  only  the  fetters  of  Paul 

c  c  3  and 
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and  Silas  are  loosened,  but  also  those  of  tlie  other  pri^ 
soners ;  ^t  not  one  of  them  makes  his  escape,  though 
they  had  hardly  been  imprisoned,  like  St.  Paul,  for  vir* 
tuous  actions :  nay,  many  of  them  ^ere  perhaps  under 
sentence  of  death. 

Acts  xxviii.  16.  mf  ««fiK.  The^  article  is  here,  in 
tny  opinion,  very  suspicious:  for  this  reading  implieis 
that  they  had  before  let  the  boat  into  the  sea,  and  had 
-afterwards  great  difficulty  in  reaching  it.  This  is  iin^ 
probable,  b^use  1.  No  reason  can  be  assigned,  why 
they  should  have  let  it  down  into  die  sea  in  a  storm. 

2.  If  they  had  let  it  down  into  die  sea,  they  would  have 
been  able  to  draw  it  up  again,  unless  we  suppose,  what 
is  contrary  to  reason,  that  they  bad  let  it  entirely  loose. 

3.  Supposing  the  boat  to  have  been  loose,  it  does  not 
appear  that  the  circumstance  of  the  ship's  being  near  the 
island  has  any  connection  with  tlie  recovery  of  this  boat. 
I  would  therefore  omit  the  definite  article,  and  explain 
tbe  passage,  ^  Being  near  an  island  we  sought  for  help, 
but  could  not  procure  a  boat  to  our  assistance.' 

Rom.  L  4.  In  this  difficult  passage  it  appears  to  me 
that  the  conjunction  »ai  is  wanting,  and  that  we  ought 
to  fead  xATot  ^^-viujua  ttyiw^Mvn^  KAI  i^  mv^ta^mc  yixf^tr. 
Accorcflngio  this  reading  Christ  would  be  called  the  Son 
of  God  for  two  reasons,  1 .  in  consequence  of  his  eternal 
divine  nature,  2.  on  account  of  his  resurrection  from  tbe 
dead.  This  conjecture  is  however  not  absolutely  neces- 
sary,  as  the  difficulty  may  be  removed  by  pointing  the 
sentence  in  a  manner  different  from  the  present,  whidi 
I  shall  shew  in  the  chapter  relating  to  that  sutgect.  It 
may  be  observed  also,  that  commentators  have  taken  for 
igranted  that  T^^wf^  »yiwrMy%%  signifies  the  eternal  God- 
head, without  any  authority,  or  arguments  drawn  from 
the  analogy  of  the  Greek  language. 

Rom.  vii.  24*  <x  I'v  rtt^arof  t«  ^oti¥wrn  rnra*      Has  QO 

manuscript  these  words  in  an  inverted  order,  namely,  tx 

Rom.  vii.  25.  cu;^«tf  irM  rw  B$tf.     It  may  be  asked  wiie- 

ther  St.  Paul  did  tiot  wrke  fv  xi^(%q  r<a  9t^  and  teign 

'     .  to 
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to  express  .the  following  sen^,  euge!  gratia  Dei  me  a 
moite  bujus  corpoiis  liberavit  per  Jejuni  Cbristum 
<k)ininum  nostrum. 

Rom.  viii.  2.  A  conjecture  relative  to  this  text  I  have 
proposed  in  the  second  sex^tion  of  this  chapter. 

Koio.  ix.  12.  xa^jiyroc.  Ought  we  not  to  read  xaXuirro^  i 

Rom.  ix.  )6.  Jhis  Vjerse  seeiw  to  be  wrong  placed^ 
See  chap.  vi.  sect.  10.  The  transposition  of  this  ver^ 
ivas  the  first  cause,  which  led  me  tp  sjgspecty  that  our 
manuscripts  of  the  epistle  to  the  Romans  Mere  not  taken 
imtpediately  from  the  origiqa),  wbjch  Si;.  Paul  aeot  tp 
Rome,  but  from  the  collection  of  sacred  ivritings,  wbicl^ 
was  formed  after  the  death  of  the  Apostles. 

Rom.  ix.  22.  fi  ^f.  Ought  not  Uiis  to  be  written  i^f, 
as  we  often  find  the  two  expressions  exciianged  by  mis^ 
take  i  But  I  will  not  insist  on  the  alteratiQO,  as  the  com^ 
mon  reading  is  not  devoid  of  meaning. 

Rom.  XV.  12.  «fx<iv  f^irwy.    Seech,  v,  ^ect.  4. 

1  Cor.  iv.  1.  8T»(  ^pyi^s<r3'<u  iiffA^  oyd'fuirof.  The  word 
n^^awof  is  here  unsuitable  to  the  context,  and  the  w(^d 
^  loan/  used  in  the  sense  of  *  every  man/  'does  not  sounii 
like  genuine  Gneek.  The  sense  would  be  better,  ami 
the  lapgu^gp  more  pure,,  if  we  read  ovt»c  X9y$^w^p»  m^^ 
^i9^fttwMf :  tb^t  is^  ^  we  are  joaeQ,  like  other  men,  not  lords 
«f  tiie  church ; '  or,  let  all  pien  con»der  us  as  men,  ad 
their  equals,  wlffi  Imve  no  gfjasr  superiority  than  th^t  of 
bepffg  servants  of  Chrbt 

1  Gm".  viii.  1  o»  piKoJo/AodncTfrai.  The  phrase  *  his  con- 
science will  be  edified  to  eat  things  offered  to  idols,'  is 
so  very  extraordinary,  t^^it  iq^ny  critics  b^ve  here  sus- 
pected ae  terror  in  the  Qr^ek  tex^  J  am  .of  the  same 
opinioD,  md  venture  e  ney  conjecture,  which  consists 
merely  lO  th^  alteratipn  of  A  to  N,  two  letters  which  trans- 
cribers froqi^utly  e^fAvtnge.  J  wpuld  aU^  them  p^kU^ 
/M»9i9rf r«i  to  MicovofAftd^crfroB,!,  a^d  explain  the  passage, '  his 
^oMence  will  be  ^uced  tp  eat  of  things  offened  to 
idols,'  0T  ^  his  cojnspienpe  will  be  guVled  by  thine,  axi4 
io  oampliance  wisb  your  example  (i^r  fixm/Ai^,  as  tbe 

Miftn  v9uU  0¥|>r«ia9  it)  eat  of  thilpgs  offered  to  idols,' 

c  c  4  or> 
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or,  '  he  will  conceal  his  real  opinion  (for  vmah^i^  may 
be  taken  in  this  sense)  and  through  dissimulation  eat  of 
things  offered  to  idols.'     I  prefer  the  last  explanation." 
The  fathers  frequently  use  oixovofAia  in  this  sense:  for^ 
instance  Chrysostom,  in  his  remarks  on  Acts  xxi.  20,  21. 

says  of  St.  Paul,   fxuvo^  roi»u»  fTMyx^raintOLi  aira^a^o^iyoc 
la^ai^f tip.      AAX*  itj^i  mr  yip»|uiDc,  aXAa  m;  otxoyojiAfta;  to  ytyo- 

fAfiPoy  fiip.  It  may  be  asked  however,  whether  this  use  of 
the  word  oixo¥9ff.i%  is  as  ancient  as  the  time  of  St  Paul. 
There  is  something  like  it,  Psalm  cxi.  (or  cxii.)  6.  oixo- 
vo/Ano-fi  rac  Xoytf(  avrit  fir  x^io'ci,  and  Dr,  Less  has  found 
several  examples  in  profane  authors,  namely,  Epicteti- 
Diatrib.  I II.  1 4.  Marcus  Antoninus.  Lib.  IV.  5 1 .  XI.  1 8. 
'The  conjecture,  which  I  have  here  proposed,  derives  a 
Tery  high  degree  of  probability  from  a  case  that  is  exactly 
in  point.  The  common  text  of  Maccab.  iii.  22.  is 
oixoyo|uiifA»ei)y,  but  in  the  Codex  Alexandrinus,  the  N  is  ex- 
changed for  A,  and  the  word  is  written  oftxo^o/»!f*E»»ir7. 
1  Cor.  xiv.  10.  yvm  f»v»¥.    Did  not  St.  Paul  write 

■yivu  t^av  ? 

1  Cor.  XV.  1.  yywpi^w.  Has  no  manuscript  yv»pi0*tf, 
ilrhich  I  would  take  interrogatively,  and  render  the  pas- 
sage, opusne  est  ut  evangelium  meum  vobis  narrem? 

1  Cor.  XV.  27.  ifiX9¥  on  fxroc.  What  St.  Paul  here 
says  is  perfectly  true,  but  it  is  difficult  to  comprehend 
with  what  design  he  says  it.  Was  it  probable  that  any 
one  should  suppose,  that  the  father  was  included  within 
the  expression,  *  all  things,  which  were  to  be  obedient 
to  the  son  ?'  The  sense  would  be  better  expressed,  if  we 

read  on  Mn  iKrof^  or  on  ix  r»  vwora^myrot, 

2  Cor.  i.  17*   ivot  tjvap'  tfAoi  TO  yai  yai,  xai  ro  n  s.    HeiB 

the  alteration  which  Bowyer  mentions,  as  proposed  by 
some  person  wlib  signs  himself  R,  namely,  iva  v  ir«p  t/^t 
TO  »«»  s,  xtti  TO  8  vo^,  had  not  only  occurred  to  me  as 
probable,  but  as  abbolutely  necessary.  We  may --^ay  of 
a  man  who  speaks  the  truth,  that  his  yea  is  yea,  and  his 
no,  no.  See  Matthew  v.  37.  and  James  v.  12.  with 
Wetstein's  notes  to  these  passages. .  So  on  the  contrary, 
we  must  say  of  a  man  who  violates  the  truth,  tfaAt  bis 

yea^ 
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yea,  is  no,  and  his  no,  yea.  Mr.  Treschow,  in  answer 
to  some  questions  which  1  bad  proposed  to  him,  wrote 
me  word  in  a  letter,  dated  ly**"  July  1771,  that  in  the 
Codex  Vindobonensis  34,  this  passage  has  been  altered, 
though  it  seems  that  the  correction  is  not  very  clear. 

2  Cor..].  24.  on  KupuvojiAfif  up«y  TDC /D-trcA)?'  I  suspect 
the  authenticity  of  the  word  v»rf»c,  for  we  may  con-» 
elude  from  the  expression  fuiofxtvoq  vjxuy,  used  in  the 
preceding  verse,  that  St.  Paul  did  not  usurp  an  autho- 
rity over  the  faith  of  the  Corinthians ;  and  yet  it  might 
be  argued  that  the  Apostles  had  really  authority  over 
the  faith  of  the  Christians  in  general,,  since  the  precepts, 
which  the  Apostles  delivered,  were  the  rules,  by  which 
they  were  to  regulate  their  lives  and  manners.  The 
whole  passage  would  be  easy,  if  we  omitted  the  super- 
fluous words  Tii(  viri»c,  since  a  man,  who  has  authority 
over  the  actions  of  others,  may  very  properly  use  the 
expression  ^  to  treat  them  with  clemency.' 

2  Cor.  V.  1 0*  rot  i%0L  r»  €a[ji,otr9f.  Every  one  knows 
the  difficulty  attending  these  words.  Instead  of  ^i«,  the 
Vulgate  expresses  ifi»,  having  ut  referat  unusquisque 
propria  corporis.  Now  it  is  not  improbable  that  both 
of  these  readings  are  genuine  and  that  St.  Paul  wrote 

i»«  xofAiaitroti  fxaro?  ret  thct  itct  r»  <rufACtroff  vpog  «  twfot^u 

And  if  the  original,  as  I  really  believe,  was  TAIAIAAIA 
TOT,  it  was  easy  in  the  hurry  of  copying  for  transcribers 
to  overlook  the  letters  that  occurred  twice,  and  for  one 
to  write  TAIAIATOr,  another  TAAIATOT.  On  this 
hypothesis,  therefore,,  our  different  copies  contain  dif- 
ferent fragments  of  the  same  genuine  reading.  If  our 
present  manuscripts  of  the  second  epistle  to  the  Coria- 
thiaos  are  transcripts  taken  originally  from  two  ancient 
oopiwr  one  of  which  had  the  first,  the  other  the  second 
of  these  errata,  it  is  easy  to  conceive  how  the  different 
readings  arose ;  why  we  have  only  fragments  of  the  ge- 
nuine reading ;  and  why  different  transcribers  have  in 
later  times  made  different  alterations  in  this  passage  in 
Older  to  make  it  inteUigible,  whence  have  arisen  several 
Tarious  readings  ta^bis  passage, 

2  Con 
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9  Cor.  V.  1 8.  m  xaraXKaj^am'os  9f*>9i-  It  may  be  asked^ 
whether  do  manuscript  has  v/*»f  iostead  of  niMtf  ?  Thia 
reading  would  be  better  suited  to  verse  20,  and  we 
should  then  have  the  same  antithesis,  as  io  the  19^^ 
verse. 

2  Cor.  vi.  1.  Here  I  suspect  the  authenticity  of  the 
word  avpipyxifriij  because  I  cannot  ascribe  to  it  any  sens^ 
&at  is  not  wholly  superfluous.  I  would  read  vupgfyu^n^ 
VA^axftXypfify  instead  of  ^upufyovra  w4((ax«X«f4cy,  coarc- 
tantes,  cogeotes  hoitamur,  we  exhoi  t  you  most  earnestly. 

Gal.  iiu  20.  I  doubt  whether  tlus  difficult  verse 
proceeded  from  the  hands  of  St.  Paul.  It  has  almo^ 
the  appearance  of  an  objection,  which  some  one  had 
written  in  the  margin,  and  which  by  degrees  crept  into 
the  text.    The  verse  is  at  least  superfluous. 

Phil.  ii.  13.  mfyuy.  Bowyer  has  collected  several  con- 
jectures in  regard  to  this  passage :  but  there  is  an  altern- 
ation which  has  not  been  proposed,  though  it  appears 
to  me  to  be  the  easiest,  namely,  m^ yny.  An  amend- 
»ent  b  however  not  absolutely  necessary,  and  I  only 
propose  a  less  difficult  reading,  £or  one  that  b  more 
ilifficult 

'  Heb.  viii.  3.  0  w(oo-c»<yx«.  This  leading  seems  to  te 
erroneous ;  £[)r,  though  it  b  true,  ^  th^t  a  priest,  who 
offers  gifis  and  sacrifices,  must  have  somewhat  to  ofier^' 
it  b  still  an  assertion,  that  b  whoUy  unoaceasary.  6#* 
sides,  the  verse  which  immediately  follows,  relates  wt 
to  offerings,  but  to  the  pkce,  whece  they  wene  baade. 
I  would  read  therefore  ^  mf  ovtiftyxif,  or  ov  v^otrt^tyMtf. 

James  i.  19.  a;rt,  or,  according  to  a  vaiioua  roadio^ 
^f.  It  may  be  asked,  whether  «n  he  jaot  tlie  trqe 
reading  ? 

1  Pet.  I.  64  &  ay«AXfwd«.*  lias  no  manuscript  ,#fty«^- 

1  John  iil  20.  27.  xfur/bM.  I  do  notcpnader  tJib  naad- 
.'ing  as  absolutdy  spurious,  and  gret  wfaeneyer  I  sead  this 
obscure  passage,  it  always  ocdm  to  im  that  the  tnie 
leading  b  xjl^f^  which  may  betakca  in  tbeaanefienae, 

as  Suidas  ascribes  to  xC'i^fi^^^  ;cfi^^  A^^^<^y>  t^>Btef 

oraculum. 
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oraculum.  It  is  not  impossible  that  the  error  was  in 
St.  John's  own  autography,  and  that  in  consequence  of 
the  Itacism  I  was  written  for  H. 

Rev.  xiv.  17.  txj^p  tJ^nTimif  fwi  r»  wf^f.  Here  I  am 
unable  to  compretiend  what  connection  there  is  between 
the  office  of  the  angel  described  in  this  verse,  and  power 
over -fire;  or  why  the  angel,  who  has  power  over  fire, 
should  give  the  orders  to  gather  the  clusters  of  the  vine* 
If  the  subject  related  to  the  angel,  mentioned  v.  15,  16. 
who  gave  the  orders  for  the  harvest  I  should  make  no 
scruple  to  alter  tm  rv  w^ o?  to  cn^i  r»  mfB.  But  at  present 
I  would  propose  either  oirM^ac,  or  wp^s,  taking  the  last 
of  these  words  in  a  Hebrew^  sense.  The  neuter  vu^ov 
used  substantively,  corresponds    to  the  Hebrew   'TDPT, 

and  may  signify  the  red  juice  of  the  grape.  This 
unusual,  rough,  and  Hebraic  application  of  mgfy,  is 
very  suitable  to  the  general  style  of  the  Revelation.  Nay, 
if  instead  of  m^of ,  I  found  wg^ag  with  a  double  ^ ,  in  only 
a  single  manuscript,  I  should  not  hesitate  to  adopt  that 
reading,  because  the  use  of  the  nominative  instead  of 
other  cases  is  a  construction,  which  we  frequently  find  in 
the  book  of  Revelation. 

If  it  be  asked,  whether  any  of  the  preceding  conjec- 
tures have  been  confirmed  by  the  authority  of  manu- 
scripts ?  I  answer— 'not  one:  though  several  of  my  pupilp, 
particularly  Mr.  Treschow,  have  noted  them  down,  and 
examined  manuscripts  on  their  literary  travels  for  that 
very  purpose.  This  is  the  more  remarkable,  because 
several  conjectures,  which  I  bad  made  in  tlie  Hebrew 
Bible,  have  been  since  confirmed  either  by  manuscripts, 
or  ancient  versions.  It  ought  to  serve  as  a  warning  to 
critic%iiot.to  be  too  forward  in  making  conjectgres  in  4ie 
New  Testament :  though  it  may  be  said  on  tlie  other 
hand,  that,  if  errata  were  in  the  copies,  which  were  used 
by  the  person,  who  collected  the  several  parts  into  a 
▼olume,  it  would  be  impossible  to  find  in  any  manuscript 
now  extant  a  confirmation  of  our  conjectures.  But 
I  wouM  still  recommend  to  every  man  of  learning 
who  has  an  opportunity  of  travelling,  and  of  examining 

manuscripts 
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manuscripts  of  the  Greek  Testament,  to  take  with  hifn 
a  Ust  of  such  conjectures,  as  appear  to  be  the  most  pro- 
bablCy  and  consult  the  passages,  in  order  to  see  whether 
that)  which  is- at  first  hypothesis,  cannot  be  confirmed  by 
some  authority. 

I  was  formerly  of  opinion,  that  no  books  of  the  New 
Testament  were  so  much  in  need  of  critical  conjecture, 
as  those  written  by  St.  Luke :  but  I  have  since  abandoned 
that  opinion,  having,  ob^^erved  that  other  parts  of  the 
New  Testament,  for  instance  the  epistle  to  the  Romans, 
are  equally  in  need  of  emendation^  Besides,  St.  Luke 
in  those  instances,  where  he  differs  from  the  other  evan- 
gelists, may  himself  have  committed  mistakes,  as  he  was 
not  an  eye-*witness  of  the  facts  which  he  relates :  and 
such  examples  we  must  not  ascribe  to  a  copyist.  It  is  true, 
that  the  printed  text  of  no  book  of  the  New  Test^unent 
is  so  erroneous,  and  so  interpolated,  as  that  of  the  Acts 
of  the  Apostles,  for  instance  ch.  viiL  37.  39.  ix.  5,  &c. 
but  these  interpolations  are  not  owing  to  the  manu- 
scripts, for  they  do  not  contain  them,  but  they  were 
inserted  by  Erasmus,  chiefly  on  the  authority  of  the 
Vulgate;  and  what  he  interpolated  has  been  faithfully 
copied  by  later  editors.  It  may  be  also  observed,  that 
the  original  collector  and  editor  of  the  books  of  tlie 
New  Testament,  had  probably  less  correct  manuscripts 
of  some,  than  be  had  of  others. 


SECT.    V. 
Of  theological  cotgecture. 

jgESIDE  tiie  critical  conjectures,  which  I  ha^e 
described  in  the  preceding  sections  of  this*  chapter^ 
there  is  auotlier  kind  of  conjecture,  which  can  hardly  be 
referred  to  the  same  class.  It  consists  in  altering  the 
text  of  the  sacred  writings,  according  to  the  maxims 
adopted  by  any  particular  party,  whether  it  be  tbe 
ruling,  or  the  persecuted  party,  in  the  church.    This 

spedeft 
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species  of  conjecture  I  would   denote  by  the  name  of 
theological  conjecture*     Now  a  theologian,  whose  busi-- 
uess  is  to  form  his  whole  system  of  faith  and  manners 
from  the  Bible,    cannot    with ,  any   propriety    assume 
previously  any  system  of  theology,  by  which  he  may 
regulate  the  sacred  text;    but  must  adopt  that  text, 
which  is  confirmed  by  original  documents,  and  thence 
deduce  his  theological  system.     It  is  allowable  to  ven- 
ture a  conjecture  in  matters  relating  to  history,  to  dates, 
or  to  names,  for  in  these  cases  the  Bible  is  not  our  only 
principium  cognoscendi.     But  whoever  alters  the  text 
in  subjects,  which  relate  to  points  of  divinity,  evidently 
presupposes  a  principium  cognoscendi,  that  is  prior,  to 
the  Bible  itself:    and  when  we  inquire  into  this  princi- 
pium cc^noscendi,  we  find  it  to  be  nothing  more  than  a 
set  of  principles,  which  this  or  that  particular  person  has 
thought  proper  to  adopt.     If  we  ask,  from  what  source 
they  derive  these  principles  ?  they  answer,  from  reason. 
Now  I  readily  admit  that  reason  is  a  principium  cog- 
noscendi prior  to  Revelation :  but  then  I  am  of  opinion, 
that  if  a  set  of  writings,  which  we  suppose  to  have  been 
revealed  by  the  Deity,  are  really  contradictory  to  sound 
reason,  we  ought  not  to  endeavour  to  reconcile  them  by 
inserting  new   readings  without  any  critical  authority, 
but  at  once  reject  those  writings,  as  an  improper  standard 
of  faith  and  manners.     Even  the  writings  of  a  false  pro- 
phet might  be  new  modelled,  so  as  to  make  them  con*> 
sistent  with  the  truth :  and  if  these  liberties  are  allowable 
in  one  case,  ttiey  are  allowable  in  others.     We  shall 
then  have  no  good  ground  for  rejecting  the  Koran,  be- 
cause it  contains  principles  contradictory  to  reason,  but 
must  likewise  endeavour  to  rescue  the  works  of  Moham- 
med firom  the  objections,  which  have  been  made  to  them, 
by  altering  the  exceptionable  passages.     Besides,  what 
we  call  reason,  and  by  which  we  would  new  model  the 
Bible,  is  frequently  nothing  more  than  some  fashionable 
system  oT  philosophy,  which  lasts  only  for  a  time,  and 
appears  so  absurd  to  those,  who  live  in  later  age^,  that 
they  find  it  diffictilt  to  comprehend,  how  rational  beings 

caa 
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^an  have  adopted  Boch  ridtculoiis  notions.  The  example 
of  the  GnostieSy  who  likewise  attempted  to  model  the 
Bible  according  to  what  they  called  reason,  shews  the 
truth  of  this  observation  more  clearly,  than  any  argameots 
which  can  be  produced. 

There  is  an  infinite  diflference  between  the  inserting  of 
,  a  reading  into  the  text,  without  any  authority  whatsoever, 
in  order  to  render  it,  as  we  suppose,  more  rational,  and 
the  preferring,  of  two  readings  which  really  exist,  that 
which  is  most  conformable  to  truth.  The  latter  is  not 
only  consistent  wiih  equity,  but  with  justice,  in  profiine 
autliors,  as  well  as  in  the  Bible ;  since  we  ought  always 
to  presuppose,  that  a  writer  has  rati<mal  principles,  till 
the  contrary  has  been  shewn. 

It  will  be  objected  perhaps  by  those,  who  defend  the** 
ological  conjecture,  that  we  ought  never  to  lose  sight  ai 
the  analogia  fidei.  Now  I  will  be  candid  enough  to  un-* 
derstand  by  these  words,  not  the  tenets  of  any  particular 
sect  or  party,  and  will  take  the  objection  in  the  follow-^ 
ing  sense,  namely,  that  if  two  passag^i  in  the  Bible  ooia* 
tradict  each  other  in  matters  of  faith,  the  one  must  be 
altered.  But  how  shall  we  determine,  which  of  the  two 
IS  to  be  altered  ?  For  instance,  if  there  is  a  real  cMitra* 
diction  between  Rom.  iii*  28.  and  James  ii:  34.  sfaali 
we  alter  the  text  of  St.  Paul  on  the  authority  of  St.  Jaooies^ 
or  the  text  of  St.  James  on  the  authority  of  St.  Paul  ? 
In  my  opinion  we  should  alter  neither,  but  reject  the 
whole  as  not  <;oming  from  the  Deity,  if  it  be  true  that 
there  are  real  contradictbns,  for  it  is .  upon  this  groond, 
that  we  condemn  the  Koran.  But  we  must  recoiled^ 
that  not  every  apparent  contradiction  is  a  contradictioQ 
iu  reality :  and,  before  we  presunse  to  make  ah  altera 
Mion  in  the  text,  we  must  examine  whether  the  passage^ 
that  are  seemingly  at  variance,  may  not  be  reconciled 
by  a  proper  explanation.  On  a  cursory  inspection  there 
seems  a  manifest  contradiction  between  the  two  above* 
anentioned  passages,  Rom.  iii.  28.  and  James  |i.  24.;  yet 
we  should  act  very  absurdly,  if  we  sought  for  a  remedy 
in  theological  coi^ture,  since  the  whole  oontradiction 
.  7  vanishes. 
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▼antsbeSy  as  soon  as  we  reflect  that  St.  Paul  understands 
faith  ID  Christ,  St.  James  f^iith  in  the  unity  of  the  Gcxl'- 
head  '• 

Perhaps  it  will  be  objected,  that  there  are  contradic- 
tions sometimes  found  in  the  Old  Testament^  between  the 
books  of  the  Chronicles  and  other  historical  books,  and 
that  no  sensible  critic  makes  any  scruple  to  correct  6ne 
from  the  other.  But  the  two  cases  are  not  parallel ;  for 
there  is  a  very  wide  difference  between  tlie  alteration  of 
a  date,  in  which  it  is  so  easy  to  make  a  mistake,  and  the 
alteration  of  a  point  of  doctrine.  And  even  in  the  former 
ease,  it  is  not  so  much  critical  conjecture,  as  an  improve** 
ment  on  the  masoretic  text  founded  on  the  authority  of 
ancient  versions  and  manuscripts,  which  still  retain  a  great 
part  of  the  antemasoretic  text 

As  critical  conjectures  have  been  principally  made  ,bf 
those,  who,  in  the  language  of  the  church,  are  termed 
heretics,  I  will  invent  one  or  two  examples  of  the  samt 
kind  in  the  name  of  the  orthodox,  and  ask  those  of  the 
opposite  party,  whether  they  would  admit  them  a^  lawful 
tonjectures.     For  instance,  suppose  I  should  alter  «ri  b 

Vairnf  /*»  f^f^^(^  l^ts  in,   John  xiv.  28.  to  on  0  tfxrnf  fAU 

10,  or  ori  0  vttinf  /ah  ^^  |t*cy  itipy  hi  order  to  be  freed  Arom 
h  text  that  implies  an  inequality  between  the  father  and 
(he  son  j  or  if  I  should  read  1  John  v.  30.  in  the  follow* 
ing  manner,  itr#(  9  vioc  liriv  0  aXuS^iUi  ^tog^  in  order  to  sfae^ 
more  distinctly  the  Divinity  of  Christ ;  I  think  the  hete^- 
IxmIox  would  exclaim,  **  he  is  either  extremely  ignorant 
dr  by  having  recourse  to  such  miserable  artifices  acknoW'^ 
ledges  the  badness  of  his  own  cause.''  But  the  hetero^ 
d#x,  as  well  as  the  orthodox,  must  appear  before  the 
impartial  tribunal  of  criticism,  where  there  is  no  respect 
to  persons,  and  where  it  is  not  allowed  for  one  party  ta 
UAt  greater  liberties  than  the  other. 

It  is  certainly  possible  that  a  book  may  be  so  yery  an- 
laent,  and  the  manuscripts  have  so  many  spurious  Mitd- 
ings,  tiiat  even  points  df  doctrine  may  have  been  either 

tos^ 

'  Seethe  Introduction  to  the  epistle  of  St.  James  tuibe  secosd  pftii 
ht  Shis  irork. 
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lost,  or  perverted,  and  without  any  other  hope  of  reco- 
very, than  the  help  of  conjecture.  But  if  this  should 
happen  to  a  work,  that  contains  a  divine  revelation,  it 
would  be  a  certain  sign  of  its  being  obsolete,  and  no  lon- 
ger to  be  used  as  a  principiuni  cognoscendi.  The  New 
Testament  however  is  not  in  this  situation,  for  we  can 
judge  of  its  readings  with  as  much  accuracy  at  present,  as 
a  thousand  years  ago. 

I  acknowledged  in  the  section  relative  to  critical  con- 
jecture, that  the  person  who  collected  into  a  volume  the 
several  parts  of  the  New  Testament,  probably  iftade  use 
of  copies,  that  were  not  wholly  free  from  mistakes;  and 
that  these  mistakes  would  of  course  be  transmitted  into 
all  the  subsequent  copies.  There  may  be  erroneous  read- 
ings therefore  in  the  New  Testament,  which  can  be  recti- 
fied by  no  manuscript  whatsoever.     But  this  can  hardly 
be  the  case  with  any  text,  that  relates  to  a  point  of  doc« 
trine : .  for,  as  this  collection  was  published,  while  single 
copies  of  each  individual  book,  especially  of  the  epistles, 
were  still  in  circulation,  it  is  certain  that,  if  in  this  edi- 
tion of  the  Greek  Testament  any  point  of  doctrine  bad 
been  given  erroneously,  the  text  would  have  been  re- 
jected as  spurious;  or  it  would  hccve given  rise- to  a  mar- 
ginal note,  though  less  important  deviations  were  left 
unnoticed,  and  of  these  marginal  notes  some  traces  would 
still  remain  in  the  form  of  various  readings.     Besides, 
what  is  a  very  material  circumstance  in  the  present  in- 
quiry, the  Christian  church  has  been  from  the  earliest 
ages  divided  icrto  opposite  parties ;  and  one  party  would 
surely  have  taken  care  to  restore  the  ancient  and  genuine 
reading,  wherever  the  other  party  had  introduced  a  false 
one.     Nor  let  us  forget  that  the  alterations  made  by  Mar- 
cion,  who  bad  travelled  through  many  countries,  and  had 
inspected  various  vianuscripts,  are  for  the  greatest  part 
preserved  at  this  very  day.     Now,  as  Marcion  was  much 
better  qualified  for  theological  conjecture,  than  we  are, 
and  no  man  has  applied  the  principle  with  less  reserve, 
I  think  it  would  be  presumption  in  the  present  age  to 
mangle  any  passage,  which  he  has  spared. 

Theolo- 


SECT*  V.  i>f  the  Greek  Testament.  41 7 

Theolo^cal  coojecture  has  been  priDcipally  used  by 
Ibose^  who  were  not  membera  of  the  ruling  church',  by 
Marcion  and  bis  followers,  by  the  Valentinians,  by  Lu* 
cian^y  &c.  But  the  ancient  fathers,  though  th^  were 
partial  to  their  own  doctrines,  and  of  two  readings  pre- 
ferred that  which  best  suited  their  own  purpose,  do  not 
appear  to  have  io vented  new  readings  for  the  sake  of 
propagating  particular  tenets*  It  is  true,  that  Augustia 
in  his  niiith  epistle  to  Jerom  writes  as  follows :  ^  When 
any  passage  in  the  canonical  books  appears  to  be  contrary 
to  the  truth,  we  must  conclude  either  that  the  manu- 
script is  faulty,  the  original  falsely  translated,  or  the 
words  of  the  translation  falsely  undeilstood.'  Now  the 
two  last  inferences  may  be  more  readily  admitted  than 
the  first ;  for  the  way  to  examine,  whether  any  manu* 
script  is  erroneous,  is  not  to  compare  the  precepts,  which 
It  contains,  with  other  doctrines,  but  to  collate  its  text 
with  that  of  the  other  manuscripts.  But  Augustin  here 
speaks  of  Latin  manuscripts,  not  of  the  Greek  original ; 
manuscripts  which  had  a  very  faulty  and  corrupt  text. 

I  have  acknowledged  that  many  of  the  fathers  in  their 
choice  of  ditferent  readings  have  acted  partially,  and 
have  adopted  those  which  suited  their  own  party.  But 
that  has  no  connexion  with  the  present  inquiry,  which 
relates  to  the  invention  of  new  readings,  not  to  the  choice 
of  those  which  already  exist.  It  cannot  however  be  de- 
Died,  that  several  orthodox  transcribers  have  ventured  to 
insert  their  own  conjectures  into  th^  text :  but  in  general 
they  have  not  been  admitted  as  genuine,  and  wherever  they 
are  found,  it  is  the  duty  of 'every  critic  to  erase  them. 

Several  Socinians  have  applied  theological  conjecture. 
to  passages,  which  clearly  prove  the  Divinity  of  Christ ; 
of  which  I  have  given  two  instances  at  the  end  of  the 
first  section  of  this  chapter ;  the  one  relates  to  John  i.  i« 
and  was  made  by  Crell,  the  other  to  Rom.  ix.  5.  and  was 
made  by  Schlichting  add  Crell.  But  Wetstein,  though 
00  friend  to  the  doctrine  of  our  Church  in  regard  to  the 
Divinity  of  Christ,  was  too  good  a  critic  to  admit  either 

*  See  Mill's  Prolegomena,  §  306—340. 
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td  these  conjectures.  Dr.  Btbrdt  goes  a  step  JGarther,  and 
in  bis  GrernniD  translation  of  the  New  Testament  bafe 
reddened  John  i.  i.  as  if  the  original  was  icAi  ^<*r  ny  KAI 
#  A#)^«(,  for  which  tranriation  he  has  promised  to  assign 
his  reasons  in  fars  intended  commentary.  If  he  attempts 
to  explain  the  common  tekt  so  as  to  give  it  that  senses 
he  does  the  utmost  violence  to  language:  but  if  he 
means  without  any  authority  to  insert  xm  in  the  text^ 
as  it  is  generally  sopposed,  he  gives  an  example  of  the'> 
ological  conjecture  of  the  first  magnitude. 

The  only  plausible  argument,  which  an  advocate  ftit 
theological  conjecture  might  use^  not  so  much  indeed 
to  convince  htmsdf  of  the  justice  of  his  cause,  as  to  per- 
plex his  opponents^  is  the  following ;  namely,  that  the 
New  Testament  has  been  so  corrupted  by  the  ruling 
party,  which  calls  itself  orthodox,  that  the  genuine  doc^ 
trine  of  Christ  and  his  Apdstles  is  no  longer  to  be  found 
in  it.  But  iheite  is  not  the  least  room  for  a  suspicion  of 
this  kind,  as  W€  have  so  gtteat  a  number  of  manuscriptu^ 
versions^  and  eccle^astical  writings,  in  which  the  New 
Tesfeiment  is  (}uoted,  of  every  age  and  country.  And 
even  those,  whoee  religious  principles  am  different  from 
our  own,  contribute  their  share  in  proving  the  certainty 
ef  the  New  TeAtament  Even  if  we  admit  that  the  of^ 
tfaodox  had  made  the.  attempt,  and  had  endeavoiH*ed  to 
annihilate  those  manuscripts,  of  which  they  disappnoved^ 
yet  somie  copies  would  surely  have  escaped  the  flames  t 
and  tbose^  who  are  called  heretics,  would  hardly  hat^e 
made  their  translations  from  such  manuscripts^  as  had 
been  wantonly  cok*ruptod  by  their  opponentis.  In  th* 
asicient  Latin  versions,  that  were  made  before  the  time 
of  Jerom,  some  trdces  would  still  remain  of  the  passages^ 
which  the  orthodox  had  erased.  But,  though  in  the  old 
Latin  versions  we  often  find  reading,  that  differ  ftoA 
tbQ  later  Vutgate,  we  ne^r  meet  with  passages,  which 
orthodox  zeal  could  wish  to  exputlge. 

The  passaged)  which  afforded  the  most  perplexity  to 

the  members  of  the  ruling  church,  are  stiU  extatat  \h  ma- 

amscripts^  versions,  and  editions  of  the  New  Testament : 

5  whereas 
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whereas  the  spurious  passage  i  John  v.  7.  tfiough  the 
orthodox  seem  to  think  it  of  the  utmost  importance,  has 
never  had  the  good  fortune  to  find  admittance  into  wy 
ancient  Greek  manuscript,  or  lincient  version,  such  as  the 
Syriac,  Ethiopic,  Arabic,  Coptic,  Russian^  and  old  Arn 
menian,  though  later  editors  have  taken  the  liberty  to 
interpolate  the  passage  ib  the  printed  editions  of  the 
Syriac  atid  Russian. 

If  the  orthodox  have  totally  and  irrecoverably  corrupted 
the  sacred  text,  Whether  original  or  translation ;  if  they 
have  annihilated  all  the  genume  manuscripts  of  the  New 
Testament,  from  the  Indian  to  the  Atlantic  ocean,  from 
the  sooth  of  Egypt  to  the  extremity  of  Britain,  it  must 
have  been  the  work  of  an  universal  combination,  and  the 
Inshops  as  well  of  the  Parthian  as  of  the  Roman  empire 
most  have  united,  in  order  to  execute  so  vast  a  project 
But  if  thb  oecumenical  council  had  ever  exeted,  which 
in  itself  is  highly  improbable,  some  traces  of  it  would 
8tiU  remain  ift  the  annals  of  the  church :  for  the  orthodox 

« 

tiiemselves  would  have  boasted  in  their  writings  of  fiie 
msritoridus  act  of  having  rescued  the  sacred  text  from 
tjie  torrnptions  of  heretics. 
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CHBOKOLOGICAL  ACCOUNT  OF  THE  AUTHORS,  WHO 
HAVE  COLLECTED  VARIOUS  READINGS  TO  THE^ 
OREEK   TESTAMENT. 

i-LAURENTIUS  VALLA,  a  learned  Roman, 
who  was  born  in  1417,  and  died  in  1467?  P^P" 
fished  in  the  year  1440,  Annotationes  in  Novum  Testa- 
mentum.  It  has  been  mentioned  above,  cb.  viii.  sect.  6. 
under  the  article  Codices  Laurentii  Vallae. 

2.  Cardinal  Ximenes,  under  whose  patronage  the  Com- 
idutensian  Polyglot  was  published,  will  be  mentioned  in 
the  following'  chapter ;  and  also 

3*  Erasmus. 

D  D  2  4.  Jacobus 


420  Authors  who  have  collected        chap;  xi« 

4.  Jacobus  Faber  Stapulensis,  or  according  to  bis 
French  name  Jaques  le  Fevre  d'Estables, '  a  native  of 
Estables  in  Picardy,  collated  in  the  year  1512  the  text 
ef  St.  Paul's  epistles  with  five  Greek  mauuscripts.  He 
published  in  1521  Commentarii  iaitiatorii  in  Evaugelia, 
and  afterwards  Commentarii  in  epistolas  catholicas,  in 
which  he  sometimes  examines  the  various  readings.  See 
Simon  Hist.  crit.  des  versions  du  N.  T.  ch.  xxi.  p.  239. 
Hist.  crit.  des  commentateurs  du  N.T.  ch.  xxxiv.  p.  489. 
and  Bengels  Introductio  in  crisin  N.  T.  p.  438  \  Jac. 
Lopes  de  Stunica  wrote  against  them,  as  well  as  against 
Erasmus. 

5.  Emser,  the  great  antagonist  of  Luther,  deserves  a 
place  in  the  present  catalogue,  at  least  as  being  a  singular 
example.  The  German  Protestants  have  neglected  his 
writings,  because  be  was  their  adversary ;  those,  who  had 
critical  knowledge,  still  thought  that  Eniser  had  nothing 
worthy  of  their  particulat  notice,  while  the  Catholics  in 
Germany,  who  had  a  better  opinion  of  him  than  the  Pro* 
testants,  were  themselves  no  critics :  and  learned  foreign- 
ers know  nothii^  of  Emser,  because  he  wrote  in  German. 
I  will  therefore  be  more  particular  in  my  account  of  him, 
in  order  that  materials,  which  have  hitherto  lain  unno- 
ticed, may  be  brought  into  use.  The  remarks  of  Saubert 
in  bis  VarisQ  lectiones  Matthaei  p.  37,  38.  first  led  me  to 
the  examination  of  this  subject,  and  I  am  able  to  speak 
with  certainty  in  regard  to  several  things,  on  which  Sau- 
bert could  only  conjecture,  as  he  wrote  before  the  publi« 
cations  of  Mill,  and  Wetstein. 

Emser,  who  was  a  man  of  real  learning,  for  the  age 
in  which  he  lived,  appeals  in  his  remarks  on  Luther's 
New  Testament  not  only  to  the  Vulgate^  but  likewise  to 
the  Greek  text,  even  in  places,  where  the  editions  of 
that  age  all  coincided  with  Ludier.  He  must  tlierefore 
have  found  these  readings  in  Greek  manuscripts ;  for  he 
has  certainly  not  invented  them,  as  appears  from  the 
circumstance,  that  several  have  been  actually  found  in 
those  Greek  manuscripts,  to  which  Emser  might  easily 
have  had  access. 

Itt 
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In  bis  remarks  on  Luke  xi.  2,  3,  4.  the  readings  of 
which  passage  I  will  denote  by  the  letters  a,  b,  c,  d,  e, 
be  says,  ^  Luther  has  here  again  deviated  from  the  words 
of  the  Evangelist,  and  written  more  than  is  warranted  by 
the  Latin  or  the  Greek  text.  For  we  find  not  in  these  (a), 
'  our  fiither/  but  only  father:  neither  do  we  find  (b),  '  in 
heaven :'  nor  (c)  ^  thy  will  be  done :'  nor  (d)  '  give  us 
every  day  our  daily  bread,'  but  *  give  it  us  to  day  V  nor 
at  the  end,  (e)  ^  but  deliver  us  from  evil ;'  all  of  which 
is  neither  in  the  Greek  text,  nor  in  our  own.'    I  know 
not  what  edition  of  the  Greek  Testament  Emser  used ; 
but  it  is  certain  that  none  of  these  five  readings,  which 
be  produces  as  Greek,  has  been  quoted  by  the  collectors 
of  various  readings  from  any  edition  of  the  Greek  Tes- 
tament, that  existed  in  the  time  of  Emser.     I  will  not 
express  myself  more  positively  on  this  head,  because  I 
have  not  examined  all  the  editions  of  that  age:  but  the 
first  edition  by  Erasmus,  and  the  Complutensian,  coin- 
cide with  Luther's  text.     Emser  therefore  must  have 
had  .Greek  manuscripts,  unless  we  suppose  that  he  trans- 
gressed  the  bounds  of  truth,  which  we  have  no  reason  to 
believe,  because  all  these  five  readings  have  been  since 
found  in  the  Greek  manuscripts,  that  were  then  used  by 
the  German  literati^  namely,  a,  b,  c,  and  e,  in  the  Co- 
dex Capniopis,  or  Cod.  Basil.  B.  vi.  27.  which  in  my 
catalo^e  of  MSS.  is  N^  38,  and  d  (ni^^w)  in  the 
Codex  Basil.  B.  VL  25,  which  in  my  catalogue  is  N*  39, 
Both  of  these  manuscripts  were  used  by  Erasmus,  though 
he  has  adopted  none  of  these  five  readings;  and  it  is  not 
impossible  that  he  communicated  them  to  Emser,  as  in- 
alrtiments  for  attacking  Luther.     At  present  these  read- 
ings are  confirmed  by  the  authority  of  other  documents, 
and  several  critics,  who  were  by  no  means  attached  to 
the  church  of  Rome,  for  instance  Grotius,  Mill,  Bengel, 
and  Wetstein,  have  preferred  four  of  them  to  the  com- 
mon Greek  text,  which  Dither  translated.    I  am  likewise 
<ii  opinion,  that  Emser  was  not  mistaken  in  saying  that 

St 

*  He  means  to  say  that  the  Greek  is  not  to  ««0*  «fti^  bo  I  ni^a^f. 
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St.  Luke  has  given  the  Lord  s  prayer  in  a  more  concise 
manner  than  St  Matthew. 

Here  then  Emser  has  not  been  guilty  of  a  falshood, 
though  he  was  stispected  by  the  writers  of  the  sixteenth 
century:  and  I  have  found  him  in  general  so  cautious  in 
quoting  the  Greek  text,  that  I  believe  he  has  never  done 
it  without  authority.  He  makes  no  mention  of  the 
Greek  text  in  i  John  v.  7.  but  says  only,  after  quoting 
the  words  of  the  Vulgate,  that  the  passage  had  been  erased 
by  those  who  were  not  favourable  to  the  doctrine  of  the 

Trinity. 

We  have  reason  therefore  to  conclude,  where  Emser 
has  produced  readings  as  taken  from  Greek  manuscripts, 
that  those  readings  actually  existed,  even  though  we 
know  of  no  manuscripts  at  present,  in  which  they  are 
found.  He  observes  on  Rev.  xix.  5.  that  Luth^  bas 
translated  '  Praise  God,  all  ye  his  servants,'  arid  adds, 
that  both  the  Latin  and  the  Greek  texts  express  ^  Praise 
God,  all  ye  his  saints.*  He  found  therefore  in  the  for* 
mer  omnes  sancti  ejus,  in  the  latter  wavrK  •»  «y»«*  «vt«. 
The  reading  has  hitherto  been  found  in  no  Greek  manu* 
script,  for  which  reason  Mill  and  Wetstein  have  not 
quoted  it  at  all,  and  Bengel  has  given  it  only  as  a  various 
reading  of  the  Vulgate.  Now  it  is  not  in  the  common 
editions  of  the  Vulgate,  but  I  have  found  it  in  the  La- 
tin text  of  the  Complutensian  New  Testament,  and  my 
father  in  his  matiuscript  notes  to  Mill's  Greek  Testa- 
ment has  observed,  that  it  is  likewise  the  reading  of 
Ludwig's,  or  the  Halle  manuscript  °.  Mill  and  Wet- 
stein therefore  should  have  quoted  it,  at  least  as  a  various 
reading  of  the  Vulgate.  It  is  true,  that  Wolf  and  Ben- 
gel  have  quoted  it  in  this  muniner,  but  they  have  done 
it  with  no  other  view  than  to  convict  Emser  of  a  false- 
hood:  but  they  would  have  acted  with  more  propriety 

if 

"  Goeze  iu  his  ftiU  and  eomplete  Defence  of  lie  Compliiteoskui 

New  Testament,  p.  ig*i.  observes  that  it  is  also  found  in  some  of  the 
editions  of  the  Vulgate,  namely,  the  Basel  edition  of  1494,  the  Paris 
edition  of  1507,  the  Lyons  edition  of  15*20,  and  that  published  at 
Nuremberg  in  1529. 
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if  they  l^a^  confided  in  En^ser's  booe^ty^  wd  selected  all 
tbe  readings  which  he  ha«  quoted,  especially  in  the  R^ 
velatiQn  pf  St  John,  of  which  we  have  $•<>  few  oiapuf- 
acriptSi  that  B^ng^l  himself  complains  pf  a  deficiency''. 

It  might  be  tlierefore  of  use  in  sacred  criticism,  if  the 
various  readings,  which  Emsef  has  quoted,  were  selectee^ 
and  inserted  in  our  general  coUectioq*  If  his  iieadings 
are  already  known  from  Greek  manuscripts,  Emser 
must  be  considered  only  as  a  second  evidence:  but, 
where  they  are  not  known  from  other  documents,  they 
fugment  our  critical  ^ore,  which  we  should  endeavour 
tp  make  as  complete  as  possible^ 

6f  Robert  Stephens  h^s  been  mentioned  ch.  viii.  §  Q. 
fmd  a  fiirther  account  will  be  given  of  him  in  the  folloW'^ 
ing  section. 

7.  Qeza  will  likewise  be  mentioned  in  the  following 
section. 

8.  Joachim  Camerarius  published  in  1572,  a  com-> 
mfptary  on  the  New  Testament,  a  great  part  of  which 
is  critiral,  Muder  the  following  modest  title,  Notationes 
figurarum  sermonis\  In  this  work  be  frequently  speaks 
of  the  reading  which  tbe  Latin  translator  bad  found 
m  bis  original,  and  sometimes  quotes  readings  from 
Grfek  manuscripts ;  and  bq  pi^rticulai  ly  commends  an 

,  :\         ancient 

♦  •  OPfW»  il»  tbe  w^>rk  m<iiitipoed  ia  tfc«  prece^ios  wte,  p.  aQOr-ays* 
contends  that  Emser  took  all  his  readings  from  the  Vulgate,  aad  after 
having  produced  an  instance  of  an  extraordinary  interpretation,  wbich 
Emser  nad  given  of  a  Gieek  passage,  concludes  with  asking,  whether 
It  was  possible  that  a  matt  of  that  deeoriptioa  could  have  read  Greek 
aiaoiiaeripts?  Now  I  admift  tba<  he  bad  noi  sufficient  critical  know- 
ledge to  be  able  to  make  a  proper  use  of  them :  yet  he  might  still 
Have  be^n  able  to  read  theai»  especially  modern  n^anuscripts,  the 
characters  of  which  were  not  materially  different  from  our  common 

Fanzer  likewise  in  his  History  oF  the  German  translatione  of  ^ae 
QiUa  made  by  Cathalice,  p.  ^o.  conteuds  tkal  aU  the  readings  quoted 

Sf  CUnser  are  to  be  found  in  the  Vulgate.  This  ia  certainly  true:  hut 
mser  confirms  them  also  by  the  authority  of  tbe  Greek  text ;  and 
as  be  considered  it  as  a  fault  in  Luther,  that  he  departed  from  the 
Val§atr»  it  is  aot  extiaonboary  that  he  quoted  those  readings  oaly, 
^l|ich  were  found  in  the  Latin  yersion, 

DJ)4 
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ancient  manuscript  of  the  Gospels,  which  had  been  de-» 
-scribed  above^  chap.  viii.  sect.  6.  N*  58.  Likewise  in 
the  other  books  of  the  New  Testament,  he  often  says, 
the  Greek  copies  read  so  and  so^  but  he  does  not  parti« 
cularly  specify  the  manuscripts.  Many  of  the  extracts, 
which  he  made  from  the  Vulgate,  are  wanting  in  Wet- 
stein's  collection,  a  circumstance,  which  gives  the  work 
of  Camerarius,  even  at  present,  a  critical  value. 
*  9.  Franciscus  Lucas  Brugensis,  who  was  engaged, 
imong  others,  in  the  publication  of  the  Bibiia  regia  at 
Antwerp,  is  the  first  person  to  whom  we  are  indebted 
for  a  regular  collection  of  various  readings  to  the  New 
Testameut.  He  published  in  1606,  Commentarii  in 
quatuor  evangelia,  to  which  he  annexed  Notae  ad  varias 
lectiones  editiones  Graecte  evangeliorum.  His  great  dili-> 
gence,  and  sound  judgment,  are  highly  extolled  by 
those,  who  arc  judges  of  his  writings.  See  Miirs  Pro- 
legomena, \  1300. 

1  o.  The  conjectures  relative  to  several  readings  of  the 
New  Testament,  which  Joseph  Scaliger,  and  Isaac  Ca-* 
saubon,  men  in  other  respects  of  great  eminence  in  the 
republic  of  letters,  made  in  their  Remarks  on  the  New 
Testament,  published  in  1 622,  are  of  no  great  import- 
ance in  sacred  criticism.  The  opinion  which  Mill  has 
given  of  them  in  his  Prolegomena,  ^  1301.  is  perfectly 
just. 

1 1.  Peter  Faxard,  Marquis  of  Velez,  has  been  meii* 
tioned  chap,  viii.  sect.  6. 

1 2.  Caryophilus  has  been  mentioned  in  the  same  sec- 
tion, under  the  article  Codices  Barberini. 

13.  Patricius  Junius  was  the  first  who  collated  the 
Codex  Alexandrinus :  he  likewise  made  extracts  from 
the  Codex  Cantabrigiensb,  and  published  the  Gothic 
version,  as  I  have  mentioned  above  in  ti'eating  of  those 
subjects.  He  ventured  to  make  a  hundred  and  fifty 
conjectures  in  different  passages,  but  Wetstein,  thou^ 
no  enemy  to  critical  conjecture,  approved  of  none  of 
them  ^ 

14*  The  immortal  Hugo  Grotius,  in  his  Annotationes 

iir 

'  See  p.  170.  of  his  Prolegomeaa. 
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In  Novum  Testaitientum,  frequently  speaks  of  rarioui 
readings ;  and  he  was  the  first  person,  who  published  the 
extracts,  which  Junius  had  made  from  the  Codex  Alex- 
drinus.  But  it  is  to  be  lamented,  that  this  uncommonly 
learned  man  has  himself  never  made  use  of  Greek  ma« 
nuscripts  ;  a  circumstance,  which  if  not  absolutely  cer- 
tain, is  at  least  highly  probable  from  his  frequent  re^ 
course  to  supposed  abbreviations,  which  have  never  been 
found  in  any  manuscript,  in  order  to  account  for  the 
origin  of  different  readings.  See  Mill's  Prolegomena, 
§«359— ^368. 

1 5.  J.  M orinus,  in  his  Exercitationes  ecclesiasticte  et 
biblicse,  undertook  to  show  that  the  Greek  text  was  in 
tile  highest  degree  comipted ;  and  that  the  only  method 
of  restoring  the  true  text  was  to  have  recourse  to  the 
Latin  version.  Many  of  his  arguments  are  extremely 
frivolous :  for  instance,  in  proof  of  bis  position,  he  ap^^ 
peals  to  the  great  diversity  of  the  Greek  manuscripts,  as 
if  there  was  not  the  same  diversity  in  the  Latin  manu-» 
scripts.  See  Mill's  Prolegomena,  §  1318 — 1337.  and 
Simon  Hist.  crit.  du  texte  du  N.  T.  p.  345. 

16.  The  celebrated  Archbishop  Usher  partly  collated 
himself,  partly  had  collated  by  others,  fifteen  manu*- 
scripts  of  the  Greek  Testahient.  The  readings,  which 
were  selected  from  them,  were  printed  in  the  London 
Polyglot,  but  in  part  only :  Mill  however  procured  from 
Usher's  grandson,  James  Tyrrell,  the  original  manu- 
script of  these  extracts  ^  and  inserted  them  more  com«* 
pletely  in  his  edition. 

1 7.  Brian  Walton  will  be  mentioned  in  the  following 
chapter,  and  also, 

1 8.  John  Fell,  Bishop  of  Oxford. 

19.  John  Saubert  published  at  Helmstadt,  in  1672, 
Varise  lectiones  textus  Graeci  evangelii  S.  Matths^i.  As 
this  book  is  so  scarce,  that  some  eminent  critics  have 
been  unable  to  procure  it^  I  shall  be  excused,  if  I  am 

more 

^  2MiU  was  unable  to  procure  it,  as  he  himself  says  in  his  Prolego- 
maia ;  nor  could  de  Missy  find  a  copy  of  it,  vrhen  engaged  in  the  cott* 
troversy  relative  to  the  Codex  Raviaou8« 
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more  prplix^  Ui«d  I  Qtherwiae  aboi^  b^i  in  U3  deacrif^ 
tion. 
Simon  in  bis  Hi^t  crit  du  text/e  du  N.  T.  chap,  xxxx, 

K.  342,  highly  extoU  this  work,  but  Wetstcao,  in  bi^  Pro- 
sgomeiMiy  pu  174.  describes  it  aa  a  work  of  little  value. 
Now  I  confess  that  I  baye  read  this  book  not  only  with 
pleasure^  but  with  real  advantage ;  and  even  if  it  contain*- 
ed  nothing  oipre  thun  what  is  known  at  present  to  critics 
IP  geper^y  the  author  would  still  be  entitled  to  the  thanks 
9f  his  countryiQ^i  fcH*  hfiving.  published  a  re-impressioq 
of  the  various  readings  annexed  to  the  London  Polyglot* 
Saubert  has  displayed  real  learning,  and  solid  judgment, 
though  he  was  d^ncient  in  critical  taste,  a  quality  whic)» 
wai  1^  commonin  those  days,  than  at  present  For  in*- 
fitange,  he  thought  it  not  improper,  or  useless,  to  select 
f furious  readipg^  from  modem  versionsj  thousb  he  does 
qot  appear  to  luive  undertaken  the  task  hiinself:  norwa^ 
he  able  to  form  c^  prpper  estimate  either  of  the  Editione^ 
principes  of  the  Greek  Test^unent,  or  of  the  value  «n4 
fufitiqnity  of  the  Greek  manuscripts. 

His  various  Headings  to  3t.  Matthew's  Gospel  ore 
4rawp  from  manuscripts,  versions,  and  printed  editions. 
Those  drawn  from  m^u^cripts,  be  has  almost  entirely 
taken  from  the  London  Polyglot,  with  exception  to  the 
Cod?x  Ravianua :  thQ  Syriac  version  he  himself  collated 
ivit;h  great  accuracy ;  he  collated  also  the  Russian  ver- 
sioQ,  i^nd  he  has  soqietimes  quoted  that  of  I^ither.  But; 
£ptfr  want  pf  knowing  that  Luther  very  frequently  Uj\' 
lowed  the  text  of  the  Vulgate,  he  falsely  oopjecture4 
th^U  where  Luther  departed  from  the  common  Greek 
text,  he  went  on  the  authority  of  Gr^k  manuscripts^ 
Saubert  made  likewise  some  few  exuitcts  from  Sebastian 
Miin^t^r^s  Hebrew  Gospel  Of  the  editions,  which  he 
tfi3  qqoted)  I  wiU  mentioq  only  th^t  of  BryUnger,  ber 
c^uae  other  (ritic^  have  fidvqn  po  ^ictracts  from  it  H^ 
h«^  ^IsQ  the  Velesian  reamngs.    In  some  passages,  for 

instance  M attb.  xxvii.  9.  we  find  ingenious  critical  dis- 
qui;$itions.  From  the  265*''  page,  to  the  end,  are  various 
re«ding9|  which  he  himself  sele^t^d  fssm  9  manuscript 


ef  ChrysostcWs  Homilies  on  St.  Matthew,  prescnred  at 
Helmstadt,  and  from  Gommdio's  edition  of  these 
Homilies.  It  appears  therefore  that  thb  publication  of 
Saubert  contains  materials^  which  might  have  been  of 
use  to  Mill  and  Wetstem  : .  but  Mill  was  unable  to  pro* 
oure  it,  and  Wetstein  thought  it  of  po  value. 

so.  Father  Amelotte  published  in  1666,  a  French 
translation  of  the  New  Testament,  which  Simon,  in  his 
Histoire  critique  des  versions  du  N.  T.,  ch.  xxxii.  and 
xxxiti.  describes  at  length*  To  this  translation  he  an^ 
nexed  those  readings  of  the  Greek  manuscripts,  which 
agree  with  the  Vulgate  :  but  he  not  only  discovers  aa 
insupportable  vanity  ',  but  is  guilt/  of  a  very  sbaqaeful 
pla^arism,  in. pretending  to  have  collected  these  readings 
from  Greek  manuscripts,  when  his  has  literally  copied 
them  from  the  sikth  volume^  of  the  London  Polyglot 
^lon,  in  bis  Histoire  critique  du  texte  du  N.  T. 
ch.  xxix.  has  taken  notice  of  some  curious  mistakes, 
which  Amelotte  has  made  in  decypfaering  the  abbr&r 
viations  which  are  used  in  the  Polyglot  for  the  Greek 
manuscripts.  For  instance,  he  has  converted  the  ^  manu'^ 
scripts  preserved  at  Magdalen  CloUege  in  Oxford,'  into 
'  manuiicripts  preserved  in  the  college  of  Magdeburg  in 
Oxford.' 

21.  Richard  Simon  has  eminently  distinguished  himt 
self,  with  respect  to  the  readiiigs  of  the  New  Testament, 

both 

'  He  writtti  in  tl^  prefuce,  J'aj  Ai^portq  one  ditigef)C4»  4opt  w 
n'avoit  point  ouy  parler  JMsqu'  icy,  pQ|ir  montr^r  la  ^Qaformit^  di| 
Latin  avec  le  Grec  ancien,  et  avec  le  premier  original-  J'ay  foi( 
one  exacte  recherche  de  tons  les  manuscrits  d'au  dessas  de  mille  kn8» 
qui  te  coDMrttnt  dans  tout  la  Chr^tient6,  etj'ay  oUenii  des  extraitt 
4t  touB.  J'tn  ay  «o  plus  de  tingt  de  la  Frapce ;  totw  cev)c  4u  Vaticai9« 
^i  des  ceiebre^  bibliotbequea  d'  Italic ;  seiz^  d'Espagne,  sana  con^pte^ 
les  aatres,  dont  le  Cardinal  Ximenes  s^toit  scrvy  pour  doqner  la  per- 
fection a  sa  bible  d'Alcala,  ceux,  d*Angleterre  et  des  pays  du  Nord^et 
beaueoup  du  fond  de  la  Grece,  avec  ceux  de  chacun  des  anciens  pares. 
One  of  his  coUeajues,  to  whom  he  shewed  his  preface  before  ^e 
printed  it,  advised  bim  to  us^  a  more  modest  laQgua|e ;.  hut 
Amelotte  replied,  that  it  was  necessary  to  speak  ip  ao  elevated  stray^ 
in  order  |o  make  impression  on  his  readers,. 
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both  by  his  Histoire  critiqae  du  texte,  des  versions,  et 
des  commentateurs  du  Nouveau  Testament,  and  his 
translation  of  the  New  Testament,  to  wliich  he  has  an* 
nexed  varioias  readings.  His  Histoire  critique  not  only 
discovers  extensive  learning,  and  solid  judgment,  but 
is  likewise  written  in  a  very  agreeable  manner.  Simon 
may  be  almost  termed  tlie  father  of  modern  criticism. 

22.  Laurent.  Alex.  Zacagni  published  at  Rome  a 
collection  of  various  readings,  which  Pfaff,  in  his  Dis- 
sertatio  dc  variis  lectionibus,  p.  ii2.  has  much  com* 
mended;  and  he  has  expressed  bis  surprise  that  Mill 
oade  no  use  of  it. 

23.  John  Mill, 

24.  Ludolph  Kiister, 

25.  Maistricht,  and 

26.  Bengel ;  will  be  mentioned  in  the  next  chapter. 

.  27.  John  Christoph.  VfiAi  made  it  a  part  of  his  prin- 
cipal object,  in  his  well-known  Cures  critico*philolo^c8e^ 
to  treat  of  the  various  readings  of  the  Greek  Testament, 
and  to  confute  those,  which  deviate  without  reason  icom 
the  common  text.  But  this  very  learned  writer  seems 
to  have  carried  the  matter  too  far,  though  in  otlier 
respects  he  has  given  us  a  most  excellent  and  valuable 
work.  For  he  has  sometimes  no  other  argument  to  op- 
pose to  a  reading  supported  by  the  authority  of  nu- 
merous Greek  manuscripts,  than  that  the  AposUe  has  in 
other  places  used  the  expression,  or  construction,  which 
he  defends ;  but  it  is  more  reasonable  to  suppose  that 
one  passage  had  been  corrupted  from  the  other.  In  the 
latter  part  of  the  Cures  he  takes  particular  pains  to  con- 
fute Bengel,  but  the  truth  seems  to  be,  in  most  cases,  on 
the  side  of  that  eminent  critic.  In  short,  he  was  deter* 
mined  to  vindicate  the  readings  of  the  common  editions 
of  the  Greek  Testament,  whenever  he  bad  the  least  to 
offer  in  their  defence. 

28.  Bentley  will  be  mentioned  in  the  following  chapter. 

29.  Christ.  Benedicti  Michaelis  tractatio  critica  de 
variis  lectionibus  N.  T.  caute  coUigendis  et  dijudicandis. 
Hales  1 749.  If  I  may  be  permitted,  without  transgressing 


CHAP.  xr.       Var.  Readings  to  the  Gr.  Test.  42^ 

the  rules  of  propriety,  to  speak  of  the  merits  of  a  work, 
of  which  my  father  was  the  author,  I  am  of  opinion  that 
the  origin  of  the  various  readings  is  very  clearly  and  fully 
ascertamed  in  this  excellent  treatbe  * ;  that  he  has  thrown: 
a  totally  new  light  on  the  manner  of  applying  the  Orien* 
tal  versions  to  die  criticism  of  the  New  Testament,  and 
corrected  many  errors,  which  were  unavoidable  to  Mill, 
and  others,  who  had  no  knowledge  of  the  Oriental 
languages,  and  were  therefore  obliged  to  rely  on  the 
Latin  translations,  which  are  annexed  to  them  in  the 
Polyglot  Bibles. 

30.  Dr .  Semler,  in  his  Exposition  of  the  several  books* 
of  the  New  Testament,  has  made  verbal  criticism  one  of 
his  principal  objects. 

3 1 .  The  merits  of  Treschow,  and 

32.  Hwiid,  in  regard  to  Greek  manuscripts,  and  va* 
rious  readings ;  have  been  already  mentioned  chap.  viii. 
sect.  6. 

33.  The  editions  of  Griesbach,  and 

34*  Matthai;  will  be  mentioned  in  the  foUowinn^ 
chapter  ^ 


CHAPTER    XIL 

OF   THE   EDITIONS   OF   THE   GREEfi:   TESTAMENT. 

SECT.    I. 

Critical  review  of  the  principal  editions  of  the  Greek 

Testament. 

AMONG    the    persons,    who   ba?e    distbguished 

themselves  by  their  critical  enquiries  into  the  text 

of  the  Greek  Testament,  the  principal  editors  deserve 

to  be  mendoned  in  a  separate  chapter.   By  the  principal 

editors  I  understand  those,  who  have  offered  something 

new  to  the  world  >  for  it  is  not  my  intention  to  take. 

nQtice 
♦  See  §  s— 8. 
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notice  t>f  such  editions,  as  were  merely  copied  from 
otiiers.  The  original  editions  of  tiie  Greeic  Testament 
may  be  produced  as  evidence  in  iayour  of  a  readii^; 
and  they  may  be  considered  as  manoscripts  of  a  moderate: 
age,  when  the  editors  made  use  of  manuscripts,  which 
are  either  unknown  to  us,  or  have  never  been  collated. 
For  thift  relusoti  the  Complutensian  edition,  and  those 
of  Erasmus,  are  generally  quoted  amor^  the  various 
readings :  but  it  is  less  necessary  to  quote  more  modem 
editions,  espfectnUy  if  they  were  taken  from  former  edi« 
tions,  or  if  the  manuscripti,  that  were  used  by  the  edi-» 
tOTB^  have  been  afterwards  ooUated,  uid  produced  as 
evidence*  But  in  selecting  readings  from  printed  edi- 
tions, great  care  must  be  taken  not  to  pnxlikce  soch,  aa 
have  arisen  from  an  enor  of  the  press.  They  are  easily 
dktingoished  by  those,  who  kce  acquainted  with  the  his- 
tory of  the  editions  of  the  Greek  Testament,  and  know 
from  what  ancient  edition  each  modern  one  was  taken  : 
and  it  may  be  observed  in  general,  that  no  word,  which 
has  the  appeafanoe  of  behig  an  error  of  the  p^ress,  ought 
to  be  quoted  as  a  various  reading,  unless  it  can  be  con^ 
firmed  by  the  authority  of  some  manuscript  Lastiy,  we 
must  be  careful  not  to  confound  the  readings,  which 
some  editors  have  inserted  on  mere  conjecture,  with  those 
which  they  actually  took  from  written  copies. 

I  will  not  undertake  to  determine  the  decree  of  accu- 
racy,  with  which  the  extracts  have  been  made  from  the 
printed  editions.  Mill,  Bengel,  and  Wetstein,  have 
bestowed  great  pains  upon  this  subject :  but  those,  who 
have  ^oe  collated  single  editions,  have  found  a  number 
of  various  readings,  which  they  bad  omitted. 

For  the  sake  of  brevity,  I  shall  make  no  mention  of 
Aiose  nuthAfs,  whd  have  described  the  editions  of  the 
N^  TefBtatnent,  and  sh^  6n)y  beg  my  readers  to  have 
recourse  ^  MiN,  Bengel,  tind  WMsteio.  The  best  literary 
ittfermMion  of  this  subject  is  to  be  had  in  ti»  Memoks  of 
A  Library  in  Halle ',  where  all  the  edition^  here  mi^ntioned 
liee  described,  and  manv  otk^rft. 

1*  The  first  place  must  be  assigned  to  the  Biblia 

Polyglotta 


Poly^dtta,  CompiutMsia  *.  We  arfe  indebted  for  it  M 
the  celebrated  Caordidal,  Statesnvan,  and  General^  Fmnds 
Ximenes  de  Cisneros,  who  published  it  at  his  own  ex- 
pence.  Of  this  eiEceedingly  scarce  and  celebrated  editioik, 
a  description  b  given  in  the  third  chapter  of  Breitingar^ 
Prole^Miena  to  the  Septua^nt^  It  is  highly  ektoUed 
by  Mill,  and  ad  much  depreciated  by  Welstein.  In  the 
second  editbn  of  this  Introduction,  I  endeavoured  to 
Meer  a  middle  cour^  between  their  opposite  opinions^ 
tiiou^  I  bdieved  on  thi^  authority  of  Wetstein,  thAt 
file  editors,  actuated  by  religions  zeal^  had  materially 
altered  the  Greek  text  from  the  Velgate.  At  that  timi 
I  was  unable  to  judge  for  myself,  because  the  Complo^ 
tfensian  edition  was  not  then  in  our  University  Library  i 
and  though  I  had  Once  borrowed,  from  the  Etectorai 
library  in  Hanover,  the  volume,  which  cOntaini^  the  New 
Testament,  it  was  for  a  totally  different  purpose.  GoezOi 
in  hid  Defence  of  the  Cotnplutensian  Bible,  printed  at 
Hamburg  in  1 765,  the  same  year,  in  which  ttie  second 
edition  of  this  Introduction  appeared,  was  the  first  writek^ 
who  enabled  me  to  form  a  proper  judgment  df  that 
woric.  And  I  was  thoroughly  persuaded,  that  I  had  too 
dosely  adhered  to  the  opinion  of  Wetstem,  fix>m  tfaa 
Ibilowing  publications  by  the  same  author,  '  Complete 
Defence  of  the  Complutensian  Greek  Testament,  with  a 
collection  of  the  principal  differences  between  the  Gredt 
text,  and  the  Latin  text  of  that  edition.'  printed  in  1 766, 
and  the  ^  Continuation  of  the  Drfence  of  the  Complu* 
flensian  Greek  Testament,'  ftc.  published  in  1 769 ^  TheM 
Ate  books,  which  every  one  ou^t  to  read,  who  would 
ibrm  a  proper  judgment  of  the  Uomplutensian  Polyglot 
Jbr  I  know  of  no  work,  in  which  it  is  so  fully  described* 
At  present  the  Complutensian  Bible  is  in  our  library,  for 
which  it  was  purchased  by  order  Of  the  late  Miinchausen  ] 
tad  I  am  therefore  enabled  to  speak  Of  it  in  this  editiM 
with  greater  certainty.  I  have  made  particular  u^  of  it 
in  ttie  Greek  version  of  Genesis,  the  Proverbs  of  Soto-^ 
iilon,  and  tRe  first  book  of  (he  Macciibees ;  and  in  theM 

books 
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books  I  have  found  its  readings  as  pure,  and  as  little 
altered  from  the  I«atin,  as  Goeze  bad  described  ttiem. 

Xiaienes,  the  celebrated  cardinal,  and  archbishop  of 
Toledo,  who  in  the  time  of  Ferdinand  the  Catholic, 
conducted  tlie  Spanish  armies  with  so  n^uch  success 
against  the  Saracens,  and  administered  the  government 
of  Spain  for  Charles  the  Fifth  with  the  greatest  d^ity 
and  prudence,  appears  to  have  had  no  intention  .of 
propagating  bibUcal  literature  among  the  laity  and 
the  unlearnt.  Indeed  his  principles  were  quite  the 
contraryi  for  when  it  was  proposed  to  translate  the 
Bible  into  Spanish,  in  order  to  convert  the  Saracens» 
he  opposed  the  design,  and  was  of  opinion  that  men 
might  become  Christians  without  reading  the  Bible. 
Yet  he  still  deserves  the  thanks  of  the  learned,  and 
he  has  the  merit  of  having  first  proposed  and  executed 
a  Polyglot  Bible.  The  editors^  at  the  end  of  the  pre* 
face,  address  their  readers,  that  is  the  literati,  in  the 
following  manner.  Vos  autem,  literarum  studiosi  hoc 
divinum  opus  noviter  excusum  alacri  animo  suscipite ; 
et  si  Christi  Optimi  Mazimi  sectatores  videri  vultis,  et 
esse,  nil  jam  restat  quod  causemini,  quominus  sacram 
acripturam  adeatis.  Non  mendosa  exemplaria«  non  sus- 
pectte  translationes,  non  inopia  textus  onginalis :  solum 
animus,  et  propenaio  vestra  expectatur.  Quae  si  non 
defuerit,  fiet  proculdubio  ut  literarum  divinarum  suavi*- 
tatem  degustantes  reliqua  studia  omnia  contemnatis.  la 
this  manner  did  the  ^itors  write,  under  the  patrpnage 
of  a  zealous  catholic  Cardinal,  only  a  short  time  before 
the  Reformation :  for  it  appears  from  the  subscription 
at  the  end  of  the  Revelation,  that  the  work  was  finished 
the  10^^  of  January  1514.  But  doubts  were  started  b^ 
the  church  of  Rome,  whether  it  was  proper  to  bring  it 
into  general  circulation  :  for  though  the  whole  Polyglot 
was  fiobhed  the  1  o^*"  of  July  1517,  it  was  not  before 
the  22d  of  March  1520,  that  Leo  X.  gave  permissioa 
for  its  publication ;  and  the  copies  were  not  distributed 
to  the  world  at  large  before  the  yeer  1502,  so  that 

Erasmua 
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Erasmus  could  make  no  use  of  it  in  bis  three  first  editions 
of  the  <S  reek  Testament. 

The  persiorns,'  to  whom  the  Cardinal  entrusted  the  care 
of  this  publication,  were  iElius  Antonius  Nebrissensis/ 
Demetrius  Cretensis,  Ferdibandus  Pintianus,  and  Lopez 
de  Stubica'.    He  spared  no  ex  pence,  either  in  procuring 
manuscripts,  or  in  recompensing  the  editors  for  their 
trouble.     But  whether  the  editors  displayed  a  propor-' 
lidnate  degree  of  diligence,  learning,  and  critical  fide- 
lity, is  a  subject,  on  which  the  Ipamed  are  much  divided; 
nor  can  it  ever  be  reduced  to  a  certainty,  because  we 
have  no  knowledge  of  the  manuscripts  which  the  editors ' 
used.     They  thems^ves  give  a  very  imperfect  account' 
of  them,  and  this  account  1  have  printeid  in  the  eighth 
chapter  of  this  Introductionr  under  the  article  Codex 
Vaticanus.     One  might  conclude  from  their  account,' 
that  all  the  manuscripts,  which  they  used,  had  been  sent^ 
from  Rome.    Yet  tiiis  was  certainly  not  the  case,  for  the 
Codex  Rhodiensis  *  had  been  given  1^  a  present  to  the 
Cardinal,  •  and  the  Codex  Bessarionis,  which  was  used  in 
the  Septuagint,  had  been  presented  to  him  by  the  Senate 
of  Venice.      Now,  as   he  expended  such  considerable 
sums  on  the  purchase  of  manusicripts,  at  les^t  of  the  Old 
Testlutient,  that,  according  to  the  accounts  of  Gomez, 
the  whole  Bible  cost  him  fifty  thousand  ducats;  and,  as 
the  New  Testament  was  beguif  in  1502,  it  is  wholly  in- 
credible that  they  should  have  had  no  other  manuscripts  * 
than  those  sent  from  Rome,  because  IjCo  X.  who  com- ' 
municated  these  manuscripts,  was  not  Pope  before  the' 
yeair  1513.     It  seems  then  that  the  editors,  beside  the ' 
Codex  Rhodiensis,  had  other  manuscripts  of  the  Greek  ' 
Testament,  which  had  been  procured  by  the  Cardinal  ^. 

But  . 

*  Gpeze,  in  bus  Defence  of  the  Complateosian  Bible,  p.  5,  Las 
observed,  that  I  have  omitted  to  mention  the  names  of  some  other, 
persons,  who  were  employed  in  superintending  the  Hebrew  and  Chal- 
dee.  Nly  reusou  for  omitting  them  is,  that  1  treat  at  present  of  the 
Complotensian.  Greek  Testament  only;  but  I  shall  take  notice  of 
tbem  in  my  Introduction  to  the  Old  Testament. 

*  See  ch.  y\\u  sect.  6.  N*  29a. 
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But  wli^tb^r  ^^j  ^9w  QQcieot  or  maSlfin^  U  gi^  or 
of  little  value,  it  is  difficult  to  determim,  03  the  edilpra 
have  given  no  a,CGOi;Lnt  of  theoii^  Wetsteip  b  of  opinioD 
tbat  they  w^rQ  inodero  ^  b^atiiiae  the  readiags  of  the 
(^pa>pli4eo^iaa  Bible  have  a  remarkable  agreeioeiA  with 
those  of  the  manuscripts  written  in  the  ^rteeotb^ 
fifteenth,  axi4  sixteenth  centuries;  and  this,  opmon  ill 
con^rn^d  by  the  very  shape  of  tbe  types,  fojr  they  are 
such  a|s  we  find  ui  the  most  modern  maiiusciiipts,  and  ife 
is  probable  that  the  editors  bad  their  type*  cast  in  w\Vb^ 
tiup  of  the  manuscripts^  which  they  employed  on  tb»\ 
occasion  ^.  They  boast  in  their  preface  of  having  pdntod. 
the  Greek  tes^t  without  accents  and  tnarks  of  aspira|ioa»* 
ip  imitation,  of  the  ancient  Greek  manuscripts  \  Now 
a/»  no  manuscript  written  in  such  lettecs^  as  are  used  for 
the  Comp^utepsim  edition,  is.  witbouit  accents,  and  tbe 
editors  i^ppeal  not  to  the  manuscripts,  which  they  acJbuaUy 
used,  but  to  the  poems  of  CaUimachiis^  and  tbe  SibyUioe 
proplieci^,  there  k  reason,  to  suspect  tbat  tdbeif  mami- 
spripts  had  eccents,  and  oons^uently  were  n^miera?. 
The  Complutensiw  editors  must  not  be  considered  na 
impostors  wiien  tbey  describe  ^ir  manuscripts  as  being 
qf  the  0reAtest  antiquity;  they  wece  hooes^  though  they 
were  mistfiken,  the  art  of  criticism  bein^  then  in  its  b« 
fi^ncy,  i^d  the  antiquity  of  manuscripts  little  understood. 
'^i' hether  the  celebrated  Godex.  Vaticanos,  described  above, 
ch.  viii.  sect.  6.  N*  253,  was  in  the  number  of  tbose^  which 
were  sent  from  Rome,  is  at  present  not  to  be  determined  '^ 
But  it  is  certain  that  in  the  aeptuagint,  the  GomphitensiAa 
edition  diflfer^  so  much  from  tbe  ttoman,  tbat  the  Sptnish 
editors  could  not  have  f<^owed  the  text  of  the  Codex 
Vaticanus  in  tbe  Old  Testament 

ip  this  edition  a  Latin  letter  is  prefixed  to  each  word, 
in  order  to  shew  the  words  in  the  Latin,  which  corre- 
spond to  those  in  the  Greek.  To  give  an  instance  from 
Matth.  xxvi.  1. 


'  Ka»  ^  fVfHro  *  on  **  f riAitf:i» 

•  *  IndTovc  voirra^  rev;  *  Xf youf 


*  ritnrw^. 


Et  **  factum,  ^est  'cHm 

^  consumm  waet  *  J:e^nS:*sei:^ 
moQes.^  bQ»/onuie&. .  .  ^ 

\An4 
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And  if  one  Or  mbre  words  in  the  Greek  had  none  which  ' 
corresponded  to  then)  in  the  Latih»  or  the  contrary,  they 
filled  up  the  deficiency  by  two  serpentine  lines  crossing 
each  other  in  the  following  manner;  Matth.  v.  44,  ^ayuvoirt 

•ro»C  ^  *X^g9^(  '  w/kt«ir,  ■  cvAoyfiVf  Topf ■  KarafwiAtPowg  *  u/bi»(«  '  Kxyt^ 

« troififi.  *  Diligife  *  initnicos  '  wstrosj  00  00  OCOO  '  be- 
nefaicite.  Thi^  was  done  by  the  editors,  as  they  them- 
gelves  relate  in  the  preface,  for  the  benefit  of  b^nners^ 
ki  tb^  Greek  language  *.  It  is  likewise  of  use  even  to  the 
leamedy  for  it  enables  them  to  discover  with  greater  ease 
the  passaged,  in  which  the  Greek  text  differs  from  the 
Latin.  And  it  shews  that  it  was  not  their  intention  to 
alter  the  Greek  text,  so  as  to  make  it  correspond  to  the 
Vulgate,  for  they  have  taken  pains  to  make  the  difference 
as  conspicuous  as  possible  ". 

I  will  now  more  fully  examine  the  question,  whether 
the  Spanish  editors  have  wilfully  corrupted  the  Greek 
.  text  firoili  the  Latin/    Now  this  question  is  different  from 
any  of  the  three  following. 

1'.  Whether  they  have  in  some  instances  given  the  pre- 
feretice  to  Gttek  readings  which  favour  the  Vulgate, 
thou^  the  majority  of  Greek  manuscripts  were  against 
tbem.  This  is  dorie  by  critics  even  of  the  present  age, 
wboee  ktlowledge  no  one  calls  in  question. 

3.  Whether  they  have  done  this  in  places,  whe^e  by  so 
doing  they  have  absolutely  committed  an  error.  Every 
man  is  liable  to  mistakes  of  this  kind,  and  Erasmus  has 
frequently  fietllen  into  them,  criticism  not  being  so  well 
undeiBtood  at  that  time,  as  at  present. 

3.  Whether  they  have  taken  1  John  v.  7.  from  some 
modern  manuscript;  br  translated  it  themselves  from  the 
Latin,  without  acknowledging  it  to  their  readers 'V  If 
the  latter  be  true,  they  certainly  acted  wrong ;  but  their 
eonduet  may  be  explained  so  as  to  remove  the  charge  of 

dishonesty.  . 

'  Et  quia  oon  doctis  solum,  sed  omnibus  in  universum  sacrsihim 
Uteraram  stodidsis  hoc  opere  cpnsulcndum  est,  appositae  sunt  dictibni 
eisiqus  litanilas  latinae  ordine  alpbabeti,  indicantes  quss  dictio  dictioni  , 
e  regione  respondeat,  ne  siinovitiis  et  nondum  adhuc  inGraecis  literi$ 
proTtetk  enaadi  locus. 

»  E  2. 
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^bhooesty.     They  might  believe  that  this  passage  waa( 
really  genuiae,  and,  on  account  of  its  supposed  import-^ 
ance,  take  no  notice  of  its  absence  from  the  Greek  ma«- 
nuscripts;  in  the  same  manner  as  the  vierse  has  beea 
inserted  by  later  editors  in  Luther's  Version.     Or  they^ 
might  have  made  some  remarks  on  it,  whkb.  were^  aft^- 
wards  erased  by  the  censors  of  this  edition  :  fov,  contrary, 
to  their  usual  custom,  they  have  a  marginal  note  on 
I  John  V.  7.  which  is  in  itself  unimportant, '  and  almost 
implies  that  something  ori^nally  preceded*  :If  they  have 
taken  the  passage  from  a  modem  manuscript,  they  have 
Qnly  acted  like  £rasmus,  who  has  inserted  it  on  the  au- 
thority of  a  very  modem  manuscript,  which  he  bad  nevcfr 
seen  '^     In  short,  many  of  the  best  editors  have  been 
guided  in  this  passage  by  a  mistaken  zeal  for  the  Chri^r* 
tian  religion,  and  have  acted  on  principles,  which  tt)ey 
have  never  admitted  in  other  places. 
.  But  the  only  question  to  be  asked  at  present  is,  whether 
the  editors  of  the  Complutensian  Greek  Testament  have, 
altered  the  Greek  text  from  the  Vulgsite,  in  order  to 
confinn  the  authority  of  the  latter'.'^:  or  in  other  wordjs,. 
whether  they  have  wilfully  cormpted  the  Greek  text.    A* 
charge  of  this  kind  appeared  to  me  too  severe,  even  when 
I  published  the  second  edition  of  this  Introduction;  yet  I 
still  thought  that  they  were  too  much  biassed  in.  favour 
of  the  Vulgate,   and  that  they  almost  always  adopted. 
those  readings  which  coincided  with  it;  but  I  ascribed 
their  conduct  to  honest  ignorance,  not  to  an  actual  inten-: 
tion  of  corrupting  the  Creek  text    At  that  time  I  wasj 
unable  to  Torm  a  proper  judgment^  because  I  had  not 
the  edition  itself:  and  though  I  had* extracts  frorn  it  in* 
Wetstein's  Greek  Testament,  and  likewise  the  Vulgate, 
this   was  not  sufficient,  because  the  present  question 
does  not  depend  so  much  on  the  text  of  the  Vulgate  in 
general,  tlie  manuscripts  of  which  are  very  different,  but 
on  that  particular  Latin  text,  which  is  printed  in  the 
Complutensian  edition. 

I  confess  that  the  extraordinary  comparison  noticed 
by  Wetstein,  of  the  Latin  text  with  Christ,  and  of  the  ; 

Hebrew 
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Hebrew   and  the  Greek  with  the  two  malefactors  in- 
creased my  suspicion.     It  is  in  the  preface  to  the  first 
volume,   *  mediam  inter  has  Latinam  beati  Hieronymi 
translationem^  velut  inter  synagogam,  et  ecclesiam  orien- 
talem  posuimus :   tanquam  duos  hinc  et  inde  latrones, 
medium  autem  Jesum,  hoc  est,  Romanam  sive  Latinam 
ecclesiam  coUocantes.'    Now  it  may  be  reasonably  asked, 
whether  critics,  who  are  capable  of  writing  in  this  man- 
ner, are  not  equally  capable  of  altering  the  words  that 
were  used  by  the  malefactors,  from  those  which  were 
used  by  Christ.     But  Goeze  has  rightly  observed,  that 
in  this,   it  is  true,  ridiculous  comparison,  the  Complu* 
tensian  editors  intended  to  compare  not  the  Hebrew  and 
Greek   texts,    but  the  Jewish   Synagogue   and  Greek 
Church ;  and  Cardinal  Ximenes,  in  his  preface,  or  de- 
dication to  Leo  X.  speaks  not  only  impartially  of  the 
original  Greek,  but  in  as  high  terms  as  Luther  ht(n^ 
self  could  have  used.     For  after  having  observed,  that 
the  meaning  of  many  passages  could  be  discovered  only 
ex  ipso  archetype  linguss  fonte,  he  proceeds  as  follows : 
Accedit  quod,  ubicunque  latinorum  codidim  varietas  est, 
aut  depravat®  lectionis  suspicib,  (id  quod  librariorum 
imperitia  simul  et  negligentia  frequentissime  accidere  vi- 
dimus),   ad    primam   Scripturse  originem  recurrendum 
est,  sicut  beatus  Hieronymus,  et  Augustinus,  ac  cactieH 
ecclesiastici  tractatores  admonent ;  ita  ut  librorum  Vete- 
ris  Testamenti  sinceritas  ex  Hebraic^  veritate,  Novi  au- 
tem  ex  Graecis  exemplaribus  examinetur.     Ut   igitur 
originalia  in  promptu  haberet  quicunque  divinarum  lite- 
rarum  studiosus,  possetque  non  solis  rivulis  esse  conten- 
tos,  sed  ex  ipso  fonte  salientis  aquas  in  vitam  setemam 
sittm  pectoris  extinguere,jussimus  arcbety pas  sacras  scrip- 
lane  linguas  cum  adjunctis  variarum  linguarum  transla- 
tionibus  impressioni  mandari,  Sanctitatis  tuts  nomini  de- 
dicandas.     And  at  the  end  of  the  preface  he  adds,  ut 
iDcipiant  divinarum  literarum  studia  hactenus  intermor- 
tua  nunc  tandem  revirescere.     It  appears  likewise  from 
actual  experience,  that  the  editors  have  acted  agreeably 
to  these  principles;   for  they  have   been  so  far  from 

£  £  3  correcting 
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correcting  the  original  languages  of  the  Bible,  ti^e  Hebrew 
and  the  Greek,  from  the  Latin  version,  that  they  bav^ 
fallen  into  the  contrary  error,  that  of  correcting  tlie  Sepr 
tuagint  from  the  Hebrew,  in  opposition  to  the  Vulgate^ 
And  many  of  the  alterations,  which  they  have  made  iq 
the  text  of  the  Greek  Testament,  appear  to  me  to  havp 
been  taken  rather  from  the  Hebrew,  than  from  the  Latin, 
as  it  is  well  known  that  some  of  the  Complutensian  edi- 
tors were  converted  Jews,  and  the  laws  of  criticism  wer^ 
at  that  time  not  so  well  understood  as  at  present.  I  hav^ 
observed  one  example,  that  has  quite  the  appearance  of 
a  Jewish  correction,  and  those  who  have  leisure  for  mak* 
ing  the  inquiry  might  perhaps  discover  more.  Luk^ 
ii.  22.  the  common  text  is  x«ft  eri  fir^iiodiio'«v  «»  ^Ml^*  T? 
xo(O«{i0-j(Aif  avruy^  which  appears  to  me  to  be  perfectly  ac? 
curate;  but  several  critics,  not  excepting  0enge|,  who 
did  not  comprehend  the  meaning  of  auT»ir,  have  though^ 
that  it  should  be  rejected.  In  the  Vulgate  the  singular 
number  is  used,  '  dies  purgationis  ejus,'  where  the  worcj 
ejus  is  generally  supposed  to  have  reference  to  Christ ;  i( 
is  supposed  so  even  by  Wetstein,  who  quotes  the  Vulgate 
for  the  same  reading,  as  the  four  Greek  manuscripts^ 
Cantabrigiensis,  Bodleianus  6,  Lincolniensis,  and  Mont- 
fortianus,  which  have  aura  '^  Now,  admitting  that  thia 
alteration  was  made  from  the  Latin,  it  is  clear  that  thi^ 
corrector  understood  ejus  in  the  masculine  gender,  aa 
having  reference  to  Christ  Bu^  the  Complutensian  edU 
tion  has  avnify  in  reference  to  Mary ;  a  resting  whicU 
has  been  hitherto  cpnfirmed  by  no  manuscript'^.  It  ia 
true,  (hat  this  reading  nmst  be  considered  as  a  corr^ctipp 
from  the  Vujgate,  if  the  Complutensian  editors  had  thi 
Greek  manuscript,  in  which  they  found  it,  which  how- 
ever I  will  not  undertake  to  assert;  but;  th^  expiaqationt 
which  they  have  given  of  the  Vulgate,  is  grounded  oq 
the  Hebrew,  Leviticus  xii.  6,  7.  where  it  is  said,  that; 
atonement  shall  be  made  for  Uie  mother^.  And.  if  it  is 
a  correction  from  the  Latin,  it  has  the  appejirance  of 

having. 

f  V.  6.  K^3i1  8be  sMl  offer,  aad  v.  7.  the  priest  fxhsf  ISp  shaUL 

make  aton^ent  for  her  STVlin  and  ebe  ftball  be  cleansed  from  the 
issue  of  her  blood. 
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liiiving  been  made  by  a  coti?erted  Jevi%  v^ho  hflb  ^ven  ai 
betfi^  explanalion  of  ejus,  the  reading  of  the  Volmte, 
Ifaal  even  Wetateiti  himself;  for  be  luis  explained  it  vs 
a  manner  saitabie  to  the  precept  which  is  given  in  the 
Pentateuch.  The  other  reading  aurM^  thougii  it  is  coo<k 
firmed  by  thci  authority  of  the  Greek  fhenuscripts^  ihc^ 
edit»r  rejteled,  because  he  did  not  understand  it ;  for  be. 
thought  that  tiionement  was  to  be  made^  not  foi*  fatber^i 
mother,  and  cMld,  but  for  the  mother  alone.  Mistaken 
ef  this  kind  have  been  committed  in  an  hundred  ibstancesf 
by  tfad  early  critics,  not  excepting  even  Erasmus ;  and, 
instead  of  amending,  they  have  frequelitly  injur^  the 
text,  without  being  accused  of  having  wilfully  corrupted 
the  sacred  writing^. 

These  then  are  the  aigutnents,  which  ftiight  be  brought 
k  priori^  for  and  against  the  Goroplutensian  edition  :  but 
it  appears  from  the  writings  of  Goe»,  that  those,  whichi 
are  in  favour  of  it|  are  confirmed  by  facts,  ^nd  that  the 
Compltttensian  Greek  Testament  latinizes  much  less  than' 
that  of  Erasmus.  Though  I  ^as  of  a  di^reht  opinion^ 
when  I  published  the  second  edition  of  thli^  Introduo^ 
lion,  I  am  thoroughly  persuaded  at  present,  that  Goeae" 
is  in  the  right:  nOr  do  I  consider  it  as  a  disgrace  to  ac* 
knowledge  an  error,  into  i^bich  I  had  failed,  for  want  of 
bavmg  seen  the  editbn  itself.  Dr.  Seniler  id  of  difierent- 
sentiments,  and  whoever  wished  to  examine  the  subject 
in  its  full'  extent,  must  compare  his  writing^  with  those' 
of  Goeze  '^.  With,  respect  to  Wetstein,  though  he  is  a 
declared  enemy  of  this  edition,  yet,  what  has  frequently  > 
excited  my  astonishment  the  readings,  which  he  has  pre^ 
Ibrred  to  the  common  text,  are  in  most  cases  found  in  the: 
Gomplutenaan  Greek  Testament.  He  degrades  it  there-- > 
fore  in  wordsi  but  honours  It  in  fact 

To  the  preceding  remarks  may  be  added,  that  many 
x^eadiogs  of  this  edition^  which  were  formerly  supposed 
to  be  ratified  by  no  authority,  have  been  since  discovered 
in  Greek  maouircripts ' ;  and  that  several,  which  have' 

been 

*  Foi*  initaiice  Lnktf  ii.  ij;.  instead  of  ii»$  H«OXii^,  tbe  ConliplntensiAn 
edition  has  i^  BvA^fif*,  a  reading  which  is  rather  suspicious,  and  bad" 
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been  lately  collated,  agree  with  it  in  a  very  remarkable 
manner.  For  instance  the  Havniensis  i,  (in  which  Hen- 
sler  found  forty  readings  that  agree  with  the  Compluten- 
sian,  and  are  in  no  oUier  manuscript)  the  Laudianus  2, 
and  Vindobonensis  Lambecii  35.  Likewise  in  the  Sep- 
luagint  I  have  observed. that  readings,  which  were  before 
peculiar  to  the  Complutensian  edition,  have  been,  con- 
firmed by  the  Alexandrine  manuscript.  These  circum- 
stances may  reasonably  lead  us  to  conclude,  that  the 
Complutensian  edition  was  faithfully  taken  from  manu- 
scripts, and  that  those  Complutensian. readings,  which  are 
in  no  manuscript  known  to  us  at  present,  were  actually 
taken  from  manuscripts,  used  by  the  editors.  So  long 
therefore  as  we  are  without  the  manuscripts  from  which 
this  edition  was  taken,  it  must  itself  be  considered  as  a 
valuable  manuscript,  or  as  a  Codex  Criticus,  that  contains 
many  scarce  readings. 

In  this,  situation  it  was  natural  for  every  friend  to  crir 
ticism,  to  wish  that  the  manuscripts  used  in  this  edition, 
which  might  be  supposed  to  have  been  preserved  at  Al- 
cala,  should  be  collated  anew ;  and  in  the  third  edition 
of  this  Introduction  I  expressed  the  same  wish  in  speak- 
ing of  the  Codex  Rhodiensis.  But  the  inconceivable 
ignorance  and  stupidity  of  a  librarian  at  Alcala,  about 
the  year  1749,  has  rendered  it  impossible  that  these 
wishes  should  ever  be  gratified.  Professor  Moldenhawer, 
who  was  in  Spain  in  J  784,  went  to  Alcala,  for  the  very 
purpose  of  discovering  those  manuscripts:  and  being  able 
to  find  none,  suspected  that  they  were  designedly  kept 
secret  from  him,  though  contrary  to  the  generous  treat- 
ment which  he  had  at.  other  times  experienced  in  that 
country.  At  last  be  discovered  that  a  very  illiterate  librar 
rian,  about  thirty-five  years  befiu'e,  who  wanted  room 

for 

the  appearance  of  beiog  a  correction  made  by  the  editors.  It  is  quoted' 
by  Wetsteio.  not  trum  any  manuscript,  but  merely  from  the  Complu- 
tensian edition,  and  those  which  were  cgpitd  from  it.  Knittel,  how- 
ever, found  fif  in  the  Cod.  Guelpherbytanus  A,  which,' though  I  do 
not  consider  the  reading  as  a  good  one,  is  sufficient  to  rescue  the  Com- 
plutensian editors  from  the  charge  of  having  given  it  without 
authority  ". 
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for  some  new  books,  sold  the  ancient  vellum  mariuscripts 
to  one  Toryo,  who  dealt  in  fire*works,  as  materials  for 
making  rockets ''.  Oh,  thai  I  had  it  in  my  power  to 
immortalize  both  librarian  aqd  rocket-maker!  This 
prodi^  of  barbarism  I  would  not  venture  to  relate,  till 
Professor  Tychsen,  who  accompanied  Moldenhawer, 
bad  given  me  iresh  assurances  of  its  truth  ^  I  will  not 
lay  it  to  the  charge  of  the  Spanish  nation  in  general,  in 
which  therefore  men  of  real  learning;  but  the  author 
of  this  inexcusable  act  was  the  greatest  barbarian  of  the 
present  century,  and  happy  only  in  being  unknown. 

That  part  of  the  Complutensian  Greek  Testament, 
which  appears  to  me  to  b6  the  best,  and  indeed  better 
than  the  common  editions,  is  the  Revelation  of  St.  John,, 
for  it  retains  the  rough  and  abrupt  construction,  which 
is  peculiar  to  this  book  ;  for  instance,  ch.  i.  4.  And  I 
wonder  that  Bengel,  who  first  observed  that  this  peculiar 
construction  was  a  token  of  authenticity,  has  not  bestowed 
more  praise  on  the  Complutensian  edition  for  that  very 
reason,  and  that  he  should  say  of  it,  in  his  Fundamenta. 
criseos  apocalypticse,  §  xix.  '  Complutensis  editio  minus 
ezcellens  in  bonis  et  in  malis  lectionibus/    Yet  he  had 

made 

*  The  account  which  he  gives  is  the  ibUowing,  **  As  the  UniTefBity 
of  Alc^a  has  a  very  coo^ckrable  library,  and  has  existed  many  cen<4 
tnrits,  it  was  reasonable  to  suppose,  that  it  contained  many  manu* 
scripts.  Gomez  declares  that  tbey  cost  4000  aurei,  and  that  among 
them  were  seven  of  the  Hebrew  Bible.  In  this  library  it  is  highly  ' 
probable  that  the  Greek  maunscripts  were  deposited^  which  were 
used  for  the  Complutensian  edition,  and  of  which  the  German  literati 
have  so  long  wished  to  have  some  intelligence.  But  all  these  manu- 
scripts were  sold  in  a  lump,  about  thirty-five  years  ago,  to  a  rocket-' 
maker  of  the  name  of  Toryo,  and  were  put  down  in  the  libriarianV 
arcoQDt  conio  membranas  inqtiles.  Martinez,  a  man  of  learnings 
and  particularly  skilled  in  the  Greek  language,  heard  of  it  soon  after 
they  were  soldf  and  hastened  to  save  these  treasures  from  destruc- 
tion :  but  it  was  too  late,  for  they  were  already  destroyed,  except  a 
few  scattered  leaves,  which  are  now  preserved  in  the  library,  That 
the  number  of  manuscripts  was  very  considerable,  appears  from  the 
lbJ]uwiog  circumstance :  One  Rodan  assured  Bayer,  that  he  had  seen 
the  receipt  which  was  given  to  the  purchaser,  from  which  it  appeared 
that  the  money  was  paid  at  two  different  payments.'' 
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inade  cooBiderable  use  of  it  in  this  very  book,  and  in 
ouuiY  instances  adopted  its  readings.  With  this  book  in 
particular  the  Codex  Ouelpberbytanus  C,  which  I  have 
described  in  the  catalogue  of  manuscripts,  N""  130.  very 
reoiarkabty  coincides..    See  the  Orient  BibL  Vol.  VIII. 

p-  1581  159'*- 

The  Complutensian  edition  is  extremely  scarce,  be** 

cause  only  six  hundred  impressions  were  taken  off  ^ ;  i^ 
is  wanting  in  many  of  the  public  libraries^  and  has  not 
been  many  years  even  in  that  oi  Gottingen.  This  is  thq 
reason  why  so  many  different  accounts  have  been  given 
of  it  It  is  too  expensive  for  a  private  library;  that 
wliich  is  now  at  Gottingen  cost  480  florinsi  and  the  late 
Miinchausen  gave  an  order  to  his  commissioner  as  &r 
as  900 :  and  the  price  of  it  will  still  increase,  in  propor-* 
tion  as  its  great  excellence,  especially  in  the  Septua^t^ 
shall  be  b^ter  known*  This  is  an  inconvenience  to 
thos^,  who  are  enga^  in  sacred  criticism,  because  a 
book  of  this  kind  should  be  always  ready  at  band.  But 
Goeze  has  rendered  a  service  to  the  public,  in  having 
made  diligent  inquii^  after  all  the  copies  of  this  edition^ 
which  are  preserved  in  the  libraries  of  Germany,  and 
having  given  an  accouqt  of  them  in  his  writing. 

Mill,  Bengel,  and  Wetstein,  have  collated  this  edition, 
as  a  manutoipt,  with  gieat  diligence ;  but  I  have  found, 
from  repeated  experience,  that  their  extracts  are  by  no 
means  complete.  And  they  have  neglected  one  thing, 
which  is  absolutely  necessary  in  this  edition,  to  quote  the 
Latin,  as  well  as  the  Gredc.  For  if  the  Greek  con- 
tradicts the  Latin  text,  it  is  a  proof  that  it  was  sup* 
ported  by  a  great  majority  of  manuscripts,  since  otiierwtse 
they  would  not  have  deviated  from  the  established  ver^- 
*  sion  of  their  chufcb.  And  it  is  certain  thai  they  cduld 
not  have  avoided  observing  the  difference,  because  tbey 
have  even  pointed  it  out  by  a  mark,  which  I  have  men- 
tioned aboive^'.  Goeze^  m  his  Complete  Defence  of 
the  Complutensian  Edition,  p.  T277.  has  ^ven  extracta 
from  it,  which  in  the  proper  sense  of  tiie  word  may  be 

« 

^  Clement  Bibliotbeque  Curieuse,  Tom.  IV.  p.  175. 
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called  cnljcai,  and  which  op  future  editor  0f  the  Gfeak 

TaBtatQuent  ought  to  leave  unnoticed.     His  object  how^ 

ever  was  not  to  give  complete  extracts,  but  only  to  pror 

duce  the  principal  passages,  in  wbicli  the  Greek  tes^t 

differs  from  the  Latio*    It  was  the  wish  of  IVlill  that  tfa# 

text  of  this  edition  had  been  retained  in  all  otbf  r  edir 

tions,  and  that  the  differences  bed  beep  only  noted  ia 

the  margin,  beoaose  later  editors  have  rather  iii|ur#dp 

than  improyed  the  text    Now  I  will  not  ceosure  wW 

cannot  at  present  be  amended ;  but  I  ibmk  that  a  real 

service  woald  be  rendered  to  tboae,  who  are  engptged  ill 

(MM^red  criticism,  if  a  n^w  edition  both  of  the  Greek  and 

Latin  Testament  was  published,  thatwM  ap  exfu;t  copy 

pf  the  Comj^utensian  *\ 

3.  Before  the  Compilutensian  Polyglot  was  delivered 

to  the  public,  Erasinuypublished  bis  Greek  Testanioot 

iritb  a  new  Latin  translation  ^^  The  Gre^k  aianuscripta^ 

which   he  used,  have  been  described  above,  cbt  viii« 

sect.  6.  chiefly  under  the  article  Codices  Basilwpses*  Na^ 

tURsl  abilities,  profound  learning,  a  readiness  in  detecting 

errors,  with  every  qualification  that  is  requisite  to  pro^^ 

duce  critical  sagacity,  Erasmus  possessed  in  the  very 

highest  degree :  and  perhaps  there  never  existed  a  mora 

able  editor  of  the  New  Testament.   But  be  was  engaged^ 

and  paid  by  a  printer,  who  employed  him  in  pabUshiog 

and  correcting  several  books,  in  consequence  of  which 

he  was  obliged  to  make  greater  haste  io  the  public§(ioQ 

of  bia  Greek  Te^tanoent,  thaa  the  novelty  and  impor<r 

taoce  of  the  subject  should  have  permitted,  beqause, 

though  involved  in  a  multiplicity  of  other  business,  ha 

was  obliged  to  prepare  for  the  pre'ss  a  fresh  sheet  everyi 

day  *K    This  is  evident  from  bis^  letters,  of  which  Wat<- 

stwi  has  ^ven  extracts  in  his  Prolegomena,  p*  129,  ia3« 

and  on  this  account  Erasmus  is  much  more  to  be  pitied 

than  to  be  censured*     It  is  a  mistake,  that  he  began  bia 

first  edition  in  ^513,  which  it  is  necessary  for  me  to  no-^ 

tice,  because  I  had  asserted  it  on  the  authority  of  Mill  '^ 

His  editions  of  the  Greek  Testament,  notwithstanding 

their  fitulta^  are  much  esteemed,  aod  in  some;  respects 

equivalent 
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equivalent  to  manuscripts,  though  Erasmus  has  some- 
times made  use  of  critical  conjecture,  to  which  be  was 
accustomed,  as  corrector  of  the  press,  and  has  very  ire. 
quently  altered  the  Greek  text  from  tiie  Vulgate.  Ex* 
amples  of  the  latter  have  been  given  by  Goeze,  and 
every  reader  will  observe  tbem,  in  examining  Wetstein's 
various  readings.  A  remarkable  instance,  in  which  he 
has  made  one  of  these  mistakes,  is  John  xviii.  15.  where 
he  has  aXXo^  jbi«Onrii(,  instead  of  0  «XAof  /ui«Oiiriif .  Now  the 
omission  of  the  article  gives  the  passage  a  different  mean* 
ing,  yet  it  was  omitted  in  no  manuscript,  that  could 
have  been  known  to  Erasmus ;  because  the  three,  in 
which  ttAXof  /MaOnriic  is  found,  namely,  tlie  Alexandrinus, 
Cantabrigiensis,  and  Winchelseanus,  had  not  been  then 
collated.  The  omission  therefore  of  the  article,  is  either 
an  error  arising  from  the  too  great  hurry  of  Erasmus, 
and  transferred  from  his  edition  to  almost  every  other  ^, 
or  it  is  an  alteration  from  critical  conjecture,  or  it  is  a 
correction  from  the  Vulgate:  for  Erasmus,  as  welt  as^ 
Wetstein,  has  been  guilty  of  a  mistake,  in  supposing  that 
«XAbc,  not  0  ftXAo^,  IS  expressed  in  the  Vulgate,  when  in 
fiact  the  Latin,  which  cannot  express  the  aiiicle,  is  no 
evidence  at  all.  The  reading  etwuXua^;  2  Pet.  ii.  2. 
which  we  find  in  the  edition  of  Erasmus,  no  one  has 
been  able  to  discover  in  any  manuscript  whatsoever.^  In 
the  twenty-second  chapter  of  the  book  of  RevelatioD  he 
has  even  ventured  to  give  his  own  translation  from  the 
I^tin,  because  the  Codex  Reuchlini;  which  was  the 
only  Greek  manuscript,  which  he  had  of  that  book,  was 
there  defective.  And  be  seems  to  have  taken  the  same 
liberty  in  many  places,  where  he  had  not  that  excuse : 
for  instance,  Acts  ix.  5,  6.  In  his  Annotationes  in  No^* 
vum  Testamentum,  he  gives  a  particular  account  of  those 
Greek  readings,  which  differ  from  the  Latin:  yet  hi^ 
Greek  text  latinizes  much  more  than  the  Compluten- 
sian.  He  published  five  editions  of  the  New  Testament, 
in  the  years  1516,  1519  *^  1522,  1527,  1535 ;  of  which 
the  two  last  were  altered  in  many  places  fi'om  the  Com- 
plutensian  edition,  especially  in  the  Revelation  of  St. 

John; 
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John ;  for  Mill  relates,  that  of  a  hundred  alterations 
which  Erasmus  made  in  his  edition  of  1527,  not  less 
than  ninety  relate  to  the  Revelation  alone.  These  five 
editions  have  been  collated  by  Mill,  Bengel,  and  Wet- 
stein.  I  have  never  particularly  examined  whether  their 
collations  have  been  made  with  accuracy ;  but  haying^ 
occasionally  made  use  of  the  first  and  most  scarce  of 
these  editions,  I  have  observed  that  their  extracts  are  not 
complete.  It  is  however  of  less  importance  to  know  the 
readings  of  his  editions,  than  those  of  the  Complutensian, 
because  we  are  acquainted  with  most  of  the  manuscripts^ 
which  he  used^'.  A  knowledge  of  them  belongs  rather 
to  the  province  of  literary  history,  and  is  more  necessary 
in  making  a  proper  .estimate  of  his  editions,  than  in  the 
criticism  of  the  New  Testament  itsdf.  After  his  death, 
bis  Greek  Testament  was  published  at  Basel,  in  .1553, 
and  again  in  1558»  at  Leipzig  in  1582,  at  Frankfort, 
with  various  readings,  in  1673,  1^741  ^nd  1693,  and 
with  a  preface  by  Scbmid,  in  1 700*  But  these  reimpres- 
^ns  are  of  little  importance  in  the  present  inquiry. 

The  literary  tabours  of  Erasmus,  added  to  the  envy 
excited  by  his  profound  erudition,  drew  on  him  the  at- 
tacks of  mapy  (idversaries ;  not  to;  mention  the  strictures 
which  were  passed  on  his .  productions  hy  the  divines  of 
Paris.1  One  of  his,most  violent  opponents  wajs  the  learned. 
Spaniard  Lopez  de  Stunica,  who'published  Annptationes 
adversus  £rasqium  in  defensione  translationis  ;N.  T, 
Erasmus  replied,  jn  his !  Apologies,  both  to  him  and  his* 
other  i^qtagonists ;  and  the  controversy  has  been .  so  far 
useful,  that  many  points  of  criticism  have  been  cleared 
up^  which  woi^ld  otherwise  have  remained  obscure. .  But 
the  character  pf  Erasmus  seems  in  some  measui;e  to  have. 
loot  by  it,  for.be  was  more  intent  on  his  own  defence, 
than  the  investigation  of  truth,  as  Wetstein  has  shewn 
in  aeverai  instances. 

Several  other  editions  of  Ihe  Greek  Testament,  which 
have  been  celebrated  for  their  excellence  or  scarcity,  aire 
notfaii^more  |:han  reimpressions  of  that  of  Erasmus.   ' 

a)  The  Qteek  Bi^le  which  Aldus  Manutius  pu|)Ibbed 

•  '-'  .•"..•  • .  at* 
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fit  Vet^tee  iiY  15^8.  Even  the  errors  of  the  pffrab  ire  re* 
fained  in  it:  for  instance,  in*  the  edition  of  Erasfhos,  Rev. 
Vii.  1 4  a^  catch*-word  had  been  falisely  prihted,  naitiely 
ftvTAf  for  ftvTfiN^,  which  Manutius  has^  retait^ed,  ai^d  printed 
f9^ffv}rft»0tir  r»v  rdX«(  ATTAZ  Aurciry  *.  Wetdteitt,  therefore; 
p.  1*27.  has  very  juatly  observed  that  Erasmus,  did  not? 
Ml  fairly  in  appealing  to  the  Aldine  editibd,  in  support 
of  his  own  readings.  This  edition  Wab  reprinted  by 
Heerwa^en  at  Basel  in  1545. 

£)  The  Greek  Testament  printed  aC  Hagenau  in  1521, 
by  Nicolaus  Gerbelius,  was  taken  fW>m  those  of  Erasii>us^ 
and  Manutius,  for  it  differs  only  in  the  errors  of  the 
press^f.  Some  hdve  contended  that  Luther  made  hisf 
German  translation  from  this  edition,  for  inMance  TobtUd 
Eckhard,  in  his  Conjecturs^  de  codice  Gratco  N.  T.  qu& 
Lutheru»  in  cdneinnand&  versione  Gei^manie^  usus  sit 
Halberstadii  17^2 ;  to  whom  doysen  replied  in  his  IM- 
sertatio  theoldgicfl  et  eritica  de'  codice  Grteco»,  quo  ususf 
est  Lnthenis,  Lipsise  17^3.  The  contrdverdy  if^oiiAd  b^ 
of  little  importance,  if  it  rdafed  not  to  the  history^of  a- 
Version  so  generally  n^ed,  a^  that  ef  I/ither,  and  to  the 
soorde  fltim  which  it"  wtes  drawn. 

e)  The  eifition  published  at  Str&sburg  in  1 524^  under 
tlie  directimi  of  Fabricius  CapSto  ^  dirors  from  that  of 
H'a|i:en0u  in  only  eleven  places^,  dnef  itf  which  is  a  crlttdd^ 
a>njecture. 

Another  edition  pribted  at  StraitHirg  in  the  same  yesar ' 
is  said  to  be  a  copy  of  that  (tf  Aldlis  ^. 

d)  The  edition  of  Johannes  Bebelius  at  Based  in  1531 
fMlowsr  Erasmus  and  Aldus  '^ 

e)  Sidi.  Colinaeus  republished  the  e<fitiofi  off  ErasmiW 
at  Parisf  in  1534^  but  he  miadie  several  altemiionid  on  tbe 
authority  of  some  Greek  mannscripls,  and  the  Gompln^ 

tensito 

*  See  Mill's  Prolegomena,  S  ii^3»  1123* 

f,  MiU'g  Prolegpmena,  §  1136. 

*  The  publifther  says  in  the^  prefaee  'Fabricii  Capitoois  consao* 
gjMnei  mei  turn  industria  turn  consilio  opitulaotibus.*  But  bis  name 
is  not  in  tHe*  title,  wBieh  is  tderely  Noytim  TeStaitieHtum  Gr^e, 
Aftrgentorati  apud  Wolfioio  Cephalseum.  Anqo  1524. 


tmiBiw  ^tioti.  H^  has  been  suspected  likewise  of  jbav- 
iDg  inserted  critical  coajectiues  iu  the  text,  especially  by 
Beza,  who  hes  tfkkw  the  very  wtpe  liberty  himself.  But 
Wetsteia  has  observed^  that  ia  most  of  the  exaoipleoi 
wbich  have  been  considered  as  alterations  fisom  conjee* 
ture^  ColinsBus  has  actually  foUoived  Greek  manuscripts ; 
and  it.  appears  from  Grieebach  s  Symbolai  Criticfe  that 
there  are  three  in  particidar,.naaie)y  Wetstein's  Codei^  1 7, 
and  Gri^bach's  119,  and  i20^whieb  in  many  remarkable 
leadings  coincide  with,  the  edition  of  Coiinaeiis  '^ 
.  /)  The  editioa  of  Jaeobus  Begardus^  ivhich  takes;  ita 
qame  from  the  puUisber,  was  printed  at  Paris  in  1 543. 
According,  to  the  titlci  it  is  only  a  reioapressioa  of  one 
of  Erasmus's  editions ;.  but  there  is  a  material  difiereMe,. 
eqpmialiy  m  the  book  of  RevelatiiKH  as  appeals  fromf  the 
Ust  of  vanous  readings  at  tbe.end)  of  the  work.  Wetsteb,. 
who  has  described  it,  p.  142.  is  of  opimoA  thai;  the  editor 
made  use  of  the  Codex  Stephani  »#'\ 

.g)i^  ^^  ^  the  fbUoiving  year  was  printed  at  Basel 
an  octavo  edition^  under  the  foUowing  tid^  Noivi  Testa- 
menti  oeintm  cum  scjbeliis.  ex  patiSus^  et  historiis  in 
loca  obscuriora  in  marginibus  acljeclis*     The:  subsorip-' 
tion  is  Basileae  perThomam  Plateromi  impc^sia  Reinhardi 
Beck.    Anno  h.  d.  xliiii.  mepse;  JVfturtio  '^    I  tBket 
noUo&  of  this  odHiof)*  beoause;  it  has  ti*  rn  WiS^K,  in- 
stead of  ittiy  iMiAi£iK4  Lttkeviib  1.  a  reaidiog»  vAii^ 
makes  a  material  alteration  in  the  sense'^    Though'  it 
follows  vn  geneual  the  editioa  of  Erasmusi  it  deserves  a 
mon  miQute  ei^amination*    John^  Qast  has  prafixedr  to 
it.  a  dedimtim^  dated  Feb.  16. 1543^  which  contains  no^ 
thjffg  of  any  consequence^  eKccf>t  the-  following  paesage^, 
Befaihlkrdtta  Beck^.  ioeigni^  noatqae^  uvbis-  bibliopola,  cum.^ 
Na«iifiiTeitoiientttm,Giioioo^  cbamet^re  sub  prJeBlumdave^ 
aoimo  OQaoepJAset,.  me  convenitf  an  aljquid  haberem/ 
BmwMhm»f ,  quo.  commendatiasimns  per  se  liber  com/^ 
niendftl^r^.iniumai  eKipet^sibiut  communicarem^,  ronosk 
NoQ^  l>0tuii  velx  aliquid  illius-  humanitati  den€|gRr&    Mas 
aiMnsi,  etcaodideiqtmaseigQataerantUbrb.meoimpertivi. 
I(  appears  then  that  Gast  had  nothing  to  da  with  the  pub- 
ticatioay  and  correction  of  the  text  "• 
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3.  The  third  place  among  the  editors  of  the  Greek 
Testament  must  be  assigned  to  Robert  Stephens.  His 
celebrated  Paris  edition  ^f  1 546  he  formed  from  those 
of  Alcala  and  BaseP^  but  at  the  same  time  n(^ade  use 
of  several  manuscripts,  which  were  collated  bv  his  son 
Henry,  and  have  been  described  above,  ch.  Viii.  sect  6. 
iinder  the  article  Codices  Stephani  '^.  It  is  to  be  la- 
irieuted  that  he  has  not  noted  all  the  various  read- 
ings of  these  manuscripts.  He  differs  from  the  Com 
plutensian  Greek  Testament  in  five  hundred  and  ninety* 
eight  readings '* ;  and  he  may  be  considered  as  the  pa- 
rent of  that  text,  which  is  at  present  in  common  use.' 
Whoever  therefore  supposes  that  our  present  editions 
co)>tain  an  accurate  tex^  must  entertain  the  same  opi- 
nion of  that  of  Stephens ;  yet  it  appears  from  what  was 
said  of  his  manuscripts,  ch.  yiii.  sect  6.  that  accuracy  wns 
not  one  of  his  ^eat  virtues.        • 

He  himself,  publishied  in 

1549,  the  second  edition;  which  differs  from  the  former  . 

in  seventy-seven  places  '• ; 

1550,  the  third  edition,  which  is  finely  executed ; 

1551,  the  fqurth  edition  ; 

and  his  son  published  in 
1 5^2,  the  fifth  edition  **. 

Vogel's  edition,  which  was  printed  at  Leipzig  in  1 564, ' 
and  that  of  Crispin,  published  at  Geneva  in  1553,  were 
copied  from  those  of  Stephens.  . 

4.  Theodore  Beza  procured  from  Henry  Stephens  his  * 
feiher's  edition  of  1550,  with  readings,  which  Robert; 
Stephens  had  noted  m  tiie  margin  ^\  From  this  work 
Beza  formed  a  new  edition  of  the  Greek  Testatnetit, ' 
which  first  appeared  in  1565^;  but  he  inserted  in  the 
.  text  many  of  tne  marginal  readings,  which  were  favdor*  ~ 
able  to  hid  own  opinions^  even  in  cases  where  they  were  * 
ratified  by  only  it  ^n^e  manuscript ;  and  it  may  be  observ*  > 
ed  Ihat  he  speaks  in  a  very  confused  manner  of  Stephens's  1 
manuscripts  in  general^'.  His  second  edition 'of  the  Greek  ^ 
Testament  wbteh,  as  well  as  the  preceding,  was  printed 
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by  Henry  Stephens,  appeared  in  1 576,  who  prefixed  to 
it  bi&  celebrated  dissertation  De  stilo,  lectionibus,  et  inter- 
punctionibus  Npvi  Testament!.  In  this  edition  many 
readings  were  altered. 

In  1582  he  published  his  third,  and  most  complete 
editioQy  which  he  enriched  with  many  various  readings 
from  the  Codex  Cantabrigiensis,  and  Codex  Claromon* 
tanus.  He  added  to  the  Greek  text  not  only  the  Vul« 
gate,  but  his  own  Latin  translation,  and  many  notes.  It 
was  reprinted  in  1589,  and  it  is  the  edition,  from  which 
t))e  text  of  our  common  editions  of  the  Greek  Testament*' 
has  been  chiefly  taken  ^. 

'  fiengel  has  given  an  account  of  thei  various  editions 
of  the  Greek  Testament  which  have  been  taken  from 
it^^.  Of  these,,  the  Elzevir  editions  deserve  particularly 
to  be  noticed*  It  is  not  known  who  were  the  Ikerati, 
-who  had  the  superintendence  of  these  editions,  and  de- 
termined the  particubr  readings ;  but  it  appears  on 
comparison  that  they  have  chiefly  ifollowed  those  of  Ste- 
phens and  Beza^.  The  first  Elzevir  edition  was  printed 
at  Leyden  in  1624,  the  second  in  1626,  which,  with 
the  Amsterdam  edition  of  1662,  are  the  most  beautiful 
of  all  those  which  were  printed  by  the  Elzevirs.  Morinus, 
Chough  he  endeavoured  in  his  Exercitationes  Biblicee  to 
ahew  that  the  text  of  the  Greek  Testament  was  very  un- 
certain, and  that  the  Latin  text  alone  was  to  be  depended 
00,  yet  follows  the  Elzevirs  in  their  splendid  edition  of  the 
New  Testament,  which  was  printed  at  Paris  in  1628. 

Beza'was'attacked,  liol  only  on  account  of  the  read- 
ings which  he  had  adoptied,  but  also  for  bis  interpret 
tation  of  the  New  Testament,  by  John  Bois,  Prebendary 
of  Ely,  in  his  Collatio,  in  quatnor  evangelia  et  acta 
Teteris  interpretis  cuni  Beza;  which .  learned  work  was 
written  in  1 625,  but  not  published  till  thirty  years  after- 
wards ^.  He  defends  very  properly  the  Vulgate  in  many 
fdaoes  against  the  unnecessary  alteraUons^  that  were  made 
by  fieza. 

5.  The  editiiM]  printed  Jby  Wechel  at  Frankfort  in  1 597» 
Vol.  II.  F  ?  '  in 


in  which  various  reqding^  w^re  adde^  by.  F.  SyUburgiis8» 
though  oth6f3  Mcribe  them  to  Franciscus  Junius. '  In  this 
fdition  DO  alteretioDs  wece  made^. 

6.  Benedictus  Arias  Montanus  prioted,  in  the  BiUia 
Poiyglotta  or  Regia,  which  was  published  at  Antweqi  in 
.i572»  Uie  text  of  tlie  Greek  Testament^  which  he  mo* 
deUed  alter  that  of  the  Compiutensian  edition^  and  that 
of  Erasmus,  making  tiie  former  the  basis  of  his  edition^ 
and  aU^g  it  from  the  latter.  It  is  thus  described  by 
Wetstein  in  bis  Prolegomena,  p«  \%o. 

This  tcsLt  has  been  several  times  reprinted,  and  Wel> 
stein  has  given  extracts  from  it  in  hia  various  readings* 
One  of  the  reimpressbns,  from  which  he.  has  also  g^ven 
extracts,  is  the  Geneva  edition  of  1620,  printM  by 
Pierre  de  la  Roviene.  These  extracts  are  so  imperfect^ 
Ibat  I  shall  take  particular  notice  of  the  suli^eot,  when 
I  speak  of  Wetstein's  edition.  Schmid  has  made  a  new 
collation,  which  with  hb  permission  has  been  commu^ 
nicated  to  me ;  and  it  appears  frcwa  it,  that  Wetstfitoi 
has  quoted  ten  plaoas  tc^y  £sbe,  and  omitted .  abo^ 
an  hujodired  readings,  which  either  con6nn  those,  which 
tie  bad  drawn  from  other  sources,  or  ans  totally  wanting 
in  his  edition :  but  of  these  latter  readings  I  acknow* 
ledge  that  several  are  merely  errors  of  the  pcess.  Oa 
comparing  the  readings,  which  are  quoted  from  the 
Greek  text  of  the  Antwerp  Polyglot,  with  those  wbich 
Wetstein  has  given  fn»i  the  Gun{duteDsian,  I  foiind 
that  they  coincided  in  a  very  semafkafale  manner ;  «id 
this  coincidence  is  ag^  emfirmed  by  the  extracts, 
whkh  have  been  made  by  iSchipid.  These  extracts  de<- 
serve  to  be  printed. 

7.  The  edition  of  the  Greek  Testament  by.Stei^iantta 
Curcellasus  was  first  printed  in  1658,  at  the  press  of  the 
Elzevirs,  and  reprinted  in  1675,  1685^  aod  1699.  Cur- 
eeUasus  has  given  various  reai^ipgp  from  two  Greek  mamir 
scripts,  beside  fbose  which  he  has  co|ried  fimiD  fiormer 
editions.  Rumpsus,  in  bis  Commentatio  critica  ad  Naram 
Testamentum,  p.  280.  bss  given  a  iuljler  account  of  thb 
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e^OD,  atidl  laid  to  (he  editor  several  charges,  "trhicb  per- 
ha|)S  are  not  wholly  tingrounded  ^. 

8.  In  tile  beaut%il  Polyglot,  published  at  Paris  in 
nine  volumes  folio,  the  New  Testament  is  priiited  in  the 
Mb  volychr^,  in  Greek,  Latin,  Syriac,  and  Arabic^.  Bdt 
the  Greek  text  in  this  edition  has  nothing  remarkable,  tc^ 
dirtingilish  it  from  other  editions.  ' 

9.  Thte  celebrated  London  Polyglot,  published  by 
Brian  Walton  in  1657,  deserves  particularly  to  be  men- 
iidned.  The  fifth  volume  contains  the  Gt^ek  text,  tiith 
n  Latin  translation,  also  the  Vulgate,  the  Syriac,  tfaf6 
Arabic,  fhe  £thiopic»  and  in  tt)e  Gospels  the  Persic 
version,  with  Ldtin  translations  to  each ;  and  under  the 
Ct&k  text,  several  ridings  from  the  Codex  Alexandri- 
fMs.  In  the  sixth  volume  is  the  first  copious  cUlectionf 
<jf  various  readings,  that  ever  was  printed.  Fbr  there 
Ute  not  only  the  various  readings,  which  Stephens  had 
printed  fn  his  mairgin,  the  Vdesian  readings,  and  those 
of  Wecbel,  but  also  the  readings  of  sixteen  manuscripts-, 
which  wert  coMated  undet  the  direction  of  Archbishop 
TJsher.  These  manuscripts  have  been  described  in  the 
aghth  chapiter,  undet-  the  numbers,  50,  59,  61,  6$^ 
^34,  135,  157,  158*  1^0,  161,  180,  186,  187,  188, 
"245,  251.  Whoever  wishes  to  read  a  description  of 
Aem  all  together,  may  consult  Miirs  Prolegomena, 
^137^—1^6. 

This  Polyglot  is  of  the  utmost  importjftice  to  a  critic, 
iMt  only  on  accouM  of  the  extracts  which  it  contains 
ftoTA  the  above-mentioned  manuscripts,  but  particularly 
on  accoutft  of  the  Oriental  versions,  frotn  which  hfe  must 
eoHect  various  readings  to  the  New  Testament  Though 
5Cfveral  of  the  manuscripts,  which  are  quoted  in  the  Poly- 
f^9ij  have  since  that  time  been  more  accurately  Collated, 
and  no  one  would  now  have  recotirse  to  that  edition  for 
the  readings  of  the  Alexandrinus,  or  CantabrigiensiSj 
^t  ftome  of  the  ^xteen  manuscripts,  which  Usher  had 
eoHated,  have  never  beeii  sii^ce  examined,  Mill  and  Wet- 
stein  ha'dng  inserted  those  readings  in  their  colfectionr^ 

tfaey  found  thetn  in  the  Poly^ot.    Kt^w  as  errors  of 
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the  press  are  unavoidable,  especially  in  a  work  like  Wet- 
stein's,  it  is  necessary  to  have  recourse  to  the  Polyglot, 
whenever  a  doubt  arises  in  regard  to  the  accuracy  of  a 
quotation  by  Mill  or  Wetstein,  in  order  to  see  whether 
diese  maiiuscripts,  which  were  collated  for  the  London 
Polyglot,  have  the  readings  in  question  or  not 

Several  other  critics  have  borrowed  from  the  readings 
of  the  London  Polyglot.  Bengel  selected  whatever 
appearad  to  him  important,  and  Saubert  has  inserted  in 
his  Varias  Lectiones  all  the  readings  of  the  Gospel  of 
St  Matthew. 

.  1  o.  John  Fell,  Bishop  of  Oxford,  was  the  next  after 
Walteo,  who  published  a  critical  edition  of  the  Greek 
Teatamoat :  but  this  was  so  eclipsed  by  that  of  Mill, 
that  it  is  no  longer  sought  as  a  work  ot  importance  in 
sacred  criticism,  but  merely  as  a  scarce  book,  though 
the  learned  editor  made  many  additions  to  that  which 
bad  been  performed  by  Walton :  and  the  only  merit, 
which  it  retains,  is  that  of  having  given  birth  to  Mill's 

edition.     The  title  is,  Tuc  xai»iic  hei^nxfif  mirarra,  Novi 

Testament!  libri  omnes.  Accesserunt  parallela  scripture 
loca,  nee  non  variantes  lectiones  ex  plus  i  oo  MS.  Codi* 
cibus,  et  anttquis  v^ionibus  coUectae.  Oxonii,  e  theatro 
Sheldoniano,  1475»  S''^ 

It  appears  from  the  preface,  that  the  great  number  of 
various  readings,  which  are  printed  in  the  sixth  volume 
of  the  London  Polyglot,  apart  from  the  text,  had  given 
alarm  to  many  persons,  who  were  ignorant  of  criticism, 
and  had  induced  them  to  suspect,  tSat  the  New  Testa- 
meifl;  was  attended  with  so  much  uncertamty,  as  to  be  a 
very  imperfect  standard  of  faith  and  manners.  latlrder 
to  convince  such  persons  of  their  error,  ancif  to  shew  how 
little  the  sense  of  the  New  Testament  was  altered  by 
them.  Fell  printed  them  under  the  text,  that  the  reader 
''might  the  more  easily  compare  them. 

To   the  readings  which  he  copied   from  the  Lon- 
don Polyglot,  those  quoted  by  Curcellaeus,  and  the  Bar- 
berini  readings,  he  added  Marshall's  extracts  from  th& 
Cofitic  and  Gothic  versions,  and  the  ladings  of  several 

manuscripts^ 
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manuscripts,  which  were  collated  for  his  edition  r  but 
these  he  has  not  sufficiently  described.  These  are,  1 . 
Twelve  manuscripts  in  the  Bodleian  library,  of  which  he 
says,  quorum  plerique  intacti  prius,  nee  in  Polyglottis  r&- 
censiti.  2.  Two  manuscripts,  formerly  the  property  of 
Usher,  which  were  collated  for  him  by  Dodwell.  Thes6 
are  the  manuscripts,  which  I  have  described  in  the 
eighth  chapter,  by  the  titles  Cod.  Usser.  1.  et  2.  But 
Fell  did  not  observe  that  the  latter  had  been  already 
quoted  in  the  London  Polygot  by  another  name ;  in  con- 
sequence of  which,  he  has  quoted  the  same  evidence 
twice  *'.  3.  The  three  Codices  Petavani,  and  the  Code)c 
Sangennaneqsis,  which  were  collated  by  Gachon.  The 
extracts  from  tiiese  manuscripts  arrived  too  late  to  be 
printed  under  the  text ;  and  the  editor  was  obliged  there^ 
fore,  contrary  to  his  original  plan,  to  add  them  in  an 
Appendix,  together  with  the  Barberini  readings.  Even 
in  this  Appendix  only  a  few  of  them  are  quoted :  but 
they  are  not  lost  to  the  world,  for  the  bishop  communis 
cated  the  manuscript  collation  to  Mill.  One  might  almost 
conclude  from  a  passage  in  Mill's  Prolegomena ',  that 
the  various  readings,  at  least  those  in  the  Appendix,  were 
not  reduced  into  order  by  the  bishop  himself,  but  that  he 
left  the  drudgery  to  others,  who  had  less  zeal  and  criticcd 
knowledge,  than  himself. 

With  respect  to  the  quotations  of  the  fathers,  Felt's 
opinion  was  erroneous,  for  he  supposed  that  they  quoted 
mertly  from  memory ;  and  for  this  reason  he  not  only 
injected  them  himself,  but  was  displeased  with  Mill,  for 
bestowing  on  them  so  much  attention. 
_  'Sie  second  eidition,  which  was  not  published  till  after 
his  dieath,  is  a  magnificent  folio;  but  it  would  have 
been  no  loss,  had  this  edition  never  appeared.  It  takes 
Its  name  firom  John  Gregory,  because  it  contains  the 
extracts  which  he  had  made,  (for  he  died  before  it  waH 

published) 

^  £  qiiilni&  paocas  duntaxat,  idque  sine  disunctione  omni,  primi» 
sectindi,  tertii,  codicum  undo  petits  sunt,  in  appendicem  editioois 
Oxoniensb  iranmutrmU. 
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pttblisbed)  paitly  fiom  the  Gnoek.  UiiiiffBj  F^7  ^^^^^^ 
Greek' profane  aMtbars:  but  these  extracts^  ape  of  jeio  greajt 
valae.  The  title  is,  Novum  Te^tw^^tuffi,  uaa  cum 
scholiis  Gr8^is>  e  Groecia  scriptoribu3|  taip  ecdesiasticia^ 
quam  exteris,  maxima  ex  parta  deiHimpips.  Opera  et 
atudio  Johannis  Gre^^l  Oxpnii,  e  thei^o  SheldQoi- 
ano,  1 703.  This  editio^i  if  we  except  the  typographical 
executioD,  has  nothing  worthy  of  the  Sheldon  theatre; 
for  no  addition  is  noade  to  the  v^bu^  readings  of  Fell's 
edition,  which  might  easily  have  beea  don^  from  the 
bishop's  papers,  nor  are  evep  those,  which  he  had  beeo 
obliged  to  print  iq  an  Appendix^  transferred  to  the^ 
proper  plac^ 

The  edition  of  1675  ha;sbeea  t^wice  repn^ted  in  Ger- 

mmy^^i  but  no  man  wom^  seek  at  preset,  ip;  so^  ionr 
perfect  a  work,  what  he  qan  find,  not  only  more  coooh 
pletely,  but  with  greater  ease  in  I4ill«  Fell's  edition  is 
of  no  value,  not  even  for  the  purpose  of  exawniug  whe^ 
tbar  later  editors,  who  have  quoted  the-  swie  manu3cript^ 
as  hipi6el4  have  quoted  inaccurately :  for  93  MiU  was  in 
possession  of  a}l  the  iMshop's.  ipapevu,  bi^  ediUpn  is  qf 
course  a  more  certain  criterion,  than  that  of  his  prede- 
cessor. But  Fell  ha^  i^eater  merit  thaja  he  could  hi^ve 
{(icquired  from  an  edition  of  the  Greek  Testament  ^  foF  bp 
possessed  a  noble  and  generous  spirit  which  he  di3plned 
in  communicating  tp  ^liU  whatever  be  bad  qoUec^etf  him- 
self, and  in  eucoura^^uig  one  of.  the  bcsit  qf  qritics  to  pubr 
lish  an  edition,  which  has  brought  his  owq  i^i^  oblivioD,^ 
and  which  still  remains  an  indj0pensable  work  to  efvecy 
man  engaged  in  sacred  criticisoi.  He  died,  however  be* 
fore  it  was  published ;  for  MiU  was  ac|yanc^in  hiyiub- 
licatioQ  no  iurther  than  the  twenty  fourth  chapiter  7  St 
•Alattbew,  when  the  world  wa§  deprived  of  thi^  expeUent 
man,  a  loss,  which  wae  felt  particularly  by  MiD^,  a$  it 
^reventt^d  the  fulfilling  of  a  promise,  which  the  bisbap  be4 
made  him,  to  defray  the  expence  of  printing. 

Here  ends  the  iofdncy  of  criticism,  in  respect  to  the  New 
Testament :  and  the  age  of  manhood  coaMneaaes  with  the 
edition,  which  I  am  aow  going  to  describe.' 

li;  Thii 
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1 1.  Thiff  is  thb  odebnittd  e<&ion  of  Jdhn  MiH,  which 
be  fioiahed  only  fourteen  days  befoi^  his  deaths  after  hav^- 
iog  bestowed  on  it  the  labour  of  thirty  years;  The  orig^ 
attd  progress  of  it  he  has  himself  described  in  bis  Prole^ 
gomena  * ;  f  will  therefore  make  only  such  remarks  on 
tbe  value  and  contents  of  Ifais  publication,  as  relate  im<- 
Biediatdiy  to  pointB  of  criticism. 
.  The  collectbns  of  Various  Reacfings,  winch  had  been 
made  before  the  time  of  Mill,  the  Velesian,  tbe  Barber, 
rini^  those  of  Stq)ben8,  the  London  Polyglot;  and  Fell's 
edition,  with  those  which  the  biriiop  had  left  in  roanu^ 
jorip^  and  whatever  he  was  able  to  procure  elsewhere^ 
he  brouj^t  together  into  one  large  collection.  He  madfe 
likewise  very  considerable  addiUons  tp  it  He  collated 
several  original  editions  more  accurately  than  had  been 
dene  before:  he  procured  extracts  from  Greek  manu- 
acripts,  which  bad  neisr  been  collated,  and  cl  such  aft 
had  been  before  collated,  but^ot  with  strfBcient  aliens 
tion,  he  obtained  more  oompkta  extracts;  I  will  ndt 
enuoaerttte  the  manuscripts  at  present,  because  diey  mtt 
too  numerous;  and  it  is  the  less  necessary,  as,  in  the 
dmpter  relative  to  the  manuscripts  of  the  Greek  Testal- 
ment^  whatever  was  performed  by  Mill, .  has  been  menf- 
tioned  under  eadi  reqwctive  article.  He  also  a4ded,  as 
for  as  he  was  i^e,  rewlings  fitxn  the  ancient  versions ; 
and  be  displayed  his  critical  judgoient,  in  not  filling  the 
maii^.of  his  edition  with  quotations  frorar  the  mcderfi 
European'  versions,  which  have  m  wei^  in  saicnsd  ori^' 
ttdspi..  He  is  likevvfiBe  to  be  commended  for  the  ffeeit 
attention  which  he  paid  to  the  quotations  of  the  father^ 
the  importance  of  which  he  ha^  sagacity  endu^  to  dis^- 
eem :  and  he  is  the  more  to  be  commended,  because  in 
tins  pomt  he  had  to  contend  with  the  opinion  of  bis 
firiend  and  patron  bishop  Fell,  who  advised  him  to  hasten 
bis  work,  and  devote  less  time  to  tha  writings  of  the 

It  is  said,  that  he  has  collected  from  manuscripts,  fit- 
thers^  and  versions^  not  less  than  thirty  thousand  various 

readiogi 

*  Sect.  1413.  to  Oie  end. 
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readings.  Mill  was  perfaiaps  too  peunfuUy  accurate  in  re- 
gard to  trifles,  and  readings  that  are  evident  errata;  whereas 
others  have  gone  into  the  opposite  extreme,  and  omitted 
things  of  importance.  But  he  is  not  therefore  to  be 
censured;  for  in  a  capital  work  like  Mills  Greek  Testa- 
ment, which  every  critic  hais  oceAsioii  to  consult,  it  is 
better  to  have  too  much. than  too  little;  and  Mill  never 
falls  into  the  childishness  betrayed  by  some  collectors, 
who,  where  there  is  little  to  gather,  are  resolved  to  ga-^ 
ther  all.  His  adversaries,  of  whom  many  were  wholly 
Ignorant  of  cridcism,  wiere  not  aware  that  the  manifest 
errors  of  a  transcriber  are  sometimes  worthy  of  notice, 
because  we  learn  from  them  the  character  of  the  manu- 
scripts themselves,  and  their  relation  to  other  manu- 
scripts. 

Before  the  time  of  Mill,  the  editors  of  the  Greek  Tes- 
tament, and  the  collectors  of  vaoous  readings,  wete  not 
accustomed  to  give  a  clear  and  accurate  description  of 
their  manuscripts.  This  task  was  first  undertaken  by 
Mill,  which  bei  has  executed  in  his  el^nt  and  learned 
Prolegomena,  which  consists  of  168  folio  pages:  and  he 
bias  not  only  described  his  manuscripts,  but  judged  of 
the  goodness  of  them  from  the  readings,  which  he  quotes 
from  them  as  proofs.  He  was  the  first  person,  who  at- 
tempted to  give  a  genealogy  of  the  editions  of  the  Greek 
Testament,  in  which,  it  is  true,  he  made  several  mis- 
takes :  but  no  man  who  makes  the  first  attempt,  can 
expect  to  arrive  at  perfection.  His  Prolegomena,  not- 
withstanding those  of  Wetstein,  still  retain  their  original 
value ;  for  they  contain  a  great  deal  o&matter,  which  is 
not  in  Wetstein,  and  of  the  matter,  which  is  commofi 
to  both,  some  things  are '  explained  more  clearly  by 
Mill.  Wetstein  travelled  into  different  countries,  exa- 
mined with  his  own  eyes  a  much  greater  number  of  ma- 
nuscripts, than  his  predecessor,  had  more  genids,  and  a 
much  greater  share  of  learning;  but  on  the  otlier  hand, 
Mill  was  more  diligent,  bad  more  critical  pblegma,  and, 
I  believe,  adhered  more  strictly  •  to  the  truth  ?'.  I  find 
it  necessary  to  mention  these  circumstances,  because  it 

seems 
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seems  to  be  the  opinion'  of  man^/  tliat  MilVs  edition, 
and  especially  bis  Prolegomena,  since  tbe  publication  of 
Wetstein  s  Greek  Testament,  is  become  useless,  and,  as 
it  were,  obsolete. 

Mill's  collection  of  various  readings,  notwithstanding 
Its  many  imperfections,  and  the  superiority  of  that  of 
Wetstein,  is  still  absolutely  necessary  to  every  critic :  for 
Wetstein  has  omitted  a  great  number  of  readings  which 
are  to  be  found  in  Mill,  especially  those,  which  are  either 
taken  from  the  Vulgate,  or  confirm  its  readings.  I 
admit  that  Mill  was  too  much  attached  to  this  version^ 
yet  he  cannot  be  accused  of  partiality  in  producing  its 
evidence,  becadse  it  is  the  duty  of  a  critic  to  examine 
the  witpessw  on  both  sides  of  the  question  :  and  Wet- 
stein, byyo  frequently  neglecting  the  evidence  in  favour 
of  the  VWgate,  has  rendered  his  collection  less  perfect^ 
than  it^wMld  otherwise  have  been. 

Mill  made  no  alterations  in  the  text  of  the  Greek 
Testament,  but  copied  exactly  the  third  edition  of  Ste*- 
phens.  But  he  delivered  his  opinion  on  particular  read- 
ings, partly  in  his  Prolegomena,  partly  in  his  collection 
of  readings,  that  are  printed  under  the  text.  In  the  one 
he  often  gives  an  opinion,  which  contradicts  that  which 
he  had  given  in  the  other ;  which  arose  from  his  having 
acquired,  during  the' progress  of  the  work,  as  he  himself 
confesses,  a  more  comprehensive  knowledge  of  tlie  sub^- 
ject,  for  which  he' was  chiefly  indebted  to  Simon's  Cri- 
tical History,  especially  in  respect  tb  the  proper  use  of 
the  ancient  versions.  Bengel  has  observed,  that  Mill 
was  at  first  more  attentive  to  the  number,  than  to  the 
goodness  of  his  manuscripts,  but  that  he  afterwards  cor- 
rected his  error.  It  may  be  observed  in  general,  that 
Mill  was  more  inclined  to  favour  the  readings,  which 
coincided  with  the  Vulgate,  than  those  which  difiered 
from  it  Yet  his  critical  judgment  prevented  him  from 
'adopting  a  reading  as  genuine,  because  it  was  smooth 
and  easy;  and  in  this  respect  he  has  introduced  among 
the  critics  a  taste,  which  is  perfectly  just,  but  contrary- to 
that  which  prevailed  at  the  revival  of  learning. 

The 
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The  g^  dUigence,  which  he  diaplayed  in  ooUectiag 
so  maay  tbousaod  readings,  exposed  him  to  the  attacks 
of  many  writers  both  ia  Eoglaad  and  Gemian^,  who 
formed  not  only  an  unfavourable,  but  unjust  opinion  of 
his  work.  Not  only  the  clergy  in  general,  but  even 
Professors  in  the  Univeraities»  who  had  no  knowledge  of 
criticism,  considered  his  vast  collection  of  various  read^ 
ings,.  as  a  work  ot  evil  tendency,  and  inimical  to  the 
Christian  religion.  And  perhaps  a  still  gireater  number 
of  years  would  have,  elapsed,  before  the  merits  of  his 
Greek  Testament  would  have  been  acknowledged,  if 
Bengelt  who  was  universally  celebrated,  as  a  man  of  un- 
common piety,  had  not  ^en  it  authority,  by  trading  in 
the  footsteps  of  its  author.  % 

It  cannot  be  denied  that  Mill's  Greek  Test^aent  has 
many  imperfections,  and  some  of  real  importafioe*  His 
extractis  from  manuscripts  are  often  not  <mly  ineompletft, 
but  erroneous ;  and  it  is  frequently  neoessary  to  correct 
the  mistakes  in  Mill,  from  the  edition  (tf  Wetst^n^  This 
arose  from  MUFs  not  having  travelled,  like  Wetstein,  to 
collate  manuscripts  himself;  he  lyps  oblig^  to  depend 
on  the  diligence  and  accuracy  of  others,  who  collated 
rather  out  of  friendship,  and.  to  whom  therefore  he  oouU 
prescribe  no  fixed  and  determinate  plasw  If  Mill  had 
had  the  same  pecuniary  assistonae  for  his  editipn  of  the 
New  Testament,  which  Kennioott  had  in  his  publicatioM 
of  the  Old,  these  imperfections  might  have  been  avoided : 
but  ins)tead  of  layiag  them  to  the  charge  of  the  learned 
editor,  we  must  rather  consider  it  as  a  merit,  that  he 
ventured,  in  spite  of  numerous  obstacles^  on  so  great  and 
^tensive  an  undertaking. 

Still  less  perfect  are  bis  extracts  fiK>m.  the  Oriental  ver^ 
nons,  because  be  was  unacquainted  with  those  langui^, 
and  in  selecting  readings  from  the  Syriac,  the  Arabip, 
and  ]^tbiopic,  was  oUi^  to  have  recourse  to  the  Latin 
tanslatioos,  which  are  annexed  to  those  versions  m  the 
London  Polyjg^ot  My  late  father,  in  his  Tractatio 
cridca.  de  vanis  lectionibus  N.  T.  caute  coUig^odis,.  has 
taken  particular  notioe  of  the  mistakea  of  tms  kind  in 

MiU's 


4f  CT.  I.       E^tiom  efthcGr,  Testaments  459 

MilTfi  edkioD,  wluch  aintunk  not  to  hundreds,  but  to 
thouamds.  To  be  convioired  of  the.  tmth  of  this  asser- 
tion, the  readier  need  only  to  have  recou  Ae  to  the  seventh 
paragraph  of  my  Curae  in  Actus  Apostolorum  Syriacos, 
where  he  will  see  that  they  amount  to  at  least  five  hun- 
dred in  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles  alone.  In  the  year 
1767,  Professor  Bode  published  a  treatise,  entitled, 
pseudo -critica  Millio-Bengeliana,  in  which  the  mistaJcee 
of  .this  kind,  which  had  been  committed  by  Mill,  arf 
pointed  out,  and  corrected  It  is  a  work,  with  which 
no  man  can  dispense,  who  would  make  a  critical  use  of 
MiU'^  Greek  Testament^,  if  he  is  unacquainted  with  Syriac 
and  Ai^ic. 

In  the  description  of  ajanuscripts,  and  other  critic^ 
documeqts,  whiibl^  he  had  never  seen  himself^  MiU  is 
too  oiten  led  awaj{|[^  the  force  of  his  imagination,  and 
he  relates,  his  own  2njectures  with  as  much  confidencai 
as  if  they  were  reaj  %pts.  His  description  of  the  Codex 
Vaticanus,  as  a  manustsript  used  by  the  Compluteosian 
editors,  his  q^tation  of  an  hundred  readings  from  this 
mannscript,  because  those  readings  are  in  the  Complur 
tensian  edition,  and  the  opinion  which  he  thence  ibrms^ 
of  the  manuscj;ip!t  itself,  confirm  the  truth  of  this 
i^ssertion. 

The  contradictions,  which  have  been  observed  in  the 
opinions  delivered  by  Mill,  in  different  places,  on  the 
same  subject,,  of  which  Whitby  ba^  collected  examples 
in^  a  publicatlont.  that  bears  the  illiberal  title,  of j^illius 
iaur«i»  ri^^fa»«c  %.  1  consider  as  no*  fault  in  tliat  eminent 
critic :  on  the  contrary^  it  redounds  to  his  honour,  that 
he  not  only  acquired  a  more  extensive  knowledge  of  the 
subject,  during  the  progiress  of  his  work,  but  bad  candour 
encNigb  to  confess  his  former  mistakes.  Whoever  has  to 
form  an  opinion  on  several  thousand  readings,  in  which 
it  is  often  difficult  to  distinguish  what  is  spurious  firom 
that  which  is  genuine,  and  where  the  decision  depends 
firequently  on  a  seedling  trifle,  is  unavoidably  exposed  to 
^  danger  of  deciding  in  one  instanoe  upon  principles^ 

that 

^  la  the  Appendix  to  his  Examcn  varlantium  lectionum  Millii. 
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that  contradict  those  which  he  had  adopted  in  another^ 
unless,  like  Whitby,  he  is  predetermined  tt)  give  the 
constant  preference  to  one  particular  edition,  or,  instead 
of  forming  an  unbiassed  judgment  in  each  particular 
instance,  has  constant  recourse  to  former  decisions,  in 
order  to  be  uniform  at  the  ex[#iQe  of  partiality. 

The  greatest  objection,  which  can  be  made  to  Mill,  is 
that  he  frequently  gives  an  opink)n,  where  it  is  wholly  su- 
perfluous, and  that  he  often  makes  a  positive  decision  in 
cases,  where  neither  of  the  readings  has  a  manifest  superio- 
rity of  evidence.  In  readingSi  which  make  no  alteration 
in  the  sense,  we  seldom  find  a  decide  preponderance  in 
favour  of  any  one  in  particular,  especially  if  we  balance 
the  number  of  witnesses  in  one^  scal^  by  the  goodness 
and  authority  of  those  in  the  othenrlWe  must  aot  there; 
fore  be  surprised,  that  Mill,  in  |k  description  of  his 
manuscripts,  makes  mention,  notM  one,  two,  or  tbre^ 
but  frequently  of  an  hundred  read(|||9(^  peculiar  to  a  par- 
ticular manuscript,  which  be  desdribes  as  genuine,  and 
as  proofs  of  the  goodness  of  the  manuscript,  in  retaining 
so  much  of  the  true  text,  which  is  not  to  be  found  in 
other  documents.  It  seems,  as  if  be  made  his  ear  the 
criterion  for  determining  the  genuineness  of  a  reading 
without  considering  that  on  this  principle,  not  only  dif^ 
ferent  persons,  but  the  same  person  at  different  times, 
must  Torm  different  opinions ;  not  to  mention,  that  of 
any  two  readings,  we  seldom  find  either  so  ofiensive  to 
the  e^  as  to  warrant  us  to  conclude,  on  that  account 
alone,  that  it  was  not  written  by  the  author,  whose  works 
we  examine. 

Mill's  principal  opponent  was  Daniel  Whitby,  a  man 
who  was  certainly  endued  with  a  considerable  share  of 
learning.  His  chief  object  was  to  defend  the  readings 
of  the  printed  text,  and  to  show  that  Mill  was  mistaken 
in  frequently  preferring  other  readings.  But  how  fre- 
quently soever  Mill  has  been  guilty  of  an  errdr  in  judg- 
ment, in  the  choice  of  this  or  that  particular  reading, 
yet  the  value  of  the  collection  itself  remains  unaltered. 
To  give  the  reader  a  notion  of  Whitby's  design,  in  his 

attack 
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attack  upon  MiU^  I  will   quote  the  title-page  at  full 
length. 

£xamen  variantium  lectionum  Johannes  Millii  S.T.P. 
ubi  Otttenditur. 

1.  Lectionum  harum  fundaimf^|j|ta  incerta  plane  esse, 
et  ad  lectionem  textus^ipbtterni  convellendam  protinus 
inidonea. 

2.  Lectiones  variantti^  quas  sunt  inomenti  alicujus, 
aut  sensum  teytus  mutant^  paucissimas  esse,  atquc  in  iis 
omnibus  ^  lectionem  textus  defendi  posse. 

3*  Lectiones  variantes  tevioiis  momenti,  quas  latius 
.expendimuSy  tales  esse,  in  quibus  a  lectione  recepta 
rarissinae  recedendum  est 

4»  Millium  in  hisce  variantibus  lectionibus  coUigendis 
saepius  arte  non  iiwenua  usum  esse,  fidsis  citationibus 
abundare,  et  sibimwpsi  multoties  contradicere. 

Opera  et  studio  ^anielb  Whitby  S.  T.  B.  et  eqclesis 
Sarisbiiriensis  Prsecetitoris,  1710.  It  was  afterwards  an- 
nexed to  his  ^Paraphrase  and  Commentary^ on  the  New 
Testament,  published  in  .1727. 

Now  Wbitoy,  though  a  good  commentator,  was  a 
bad  critic.  This  appears  from  his. very. manper  of  argu- 
ing against  Mill,  for  we  may  be  assured,  that  whoever 
condemns  another  as  a  heretic,  because  he  is  of  a  diffe- 
rent opinion,  is  wholly  ignorant  of  the  art  of  criticism. 
In  the  beginning  of  bis  preface,  he  describes .  Mill's  col-  * 
lection  of  various  readings  as  inimical  to  our  religion, 
and  as  rendering  the  Word  of  God  uncertain.  He  says 
that ''  Mill  has  collated  at  least  ninety. manuscripts,  and 
yet  prefers  frequently  a  reading  that  is  found  in  only 
Iwen^,  or  thirty:  that  he  must  therefore  have  been 
either  extremely  negligent  in  collating,  or  that  the  read- 
ing, *  which  he  rejects,  is  supported  by  tiie  greatest  num- 
ber of  manuscripts.'*  But  this  accusation  betrays  a  total 
ignorance  of  manuscripts,  and  shews  that  Whitby  had 

never 

'.  In  mnnibfu  defendi  posse,  thongh  it  implies  not  an  absolute  jm- 
possibility^  is  4!ertain]y  a  very  bold  assertion.  Nor  is  it  a  proof  of 
Whitby's  ioipartial  love  of  truth,  unless  he  supposed  that  'Robert 
Stepliens  was  inspired. 
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never  read  with  proper  attention  even  Milfs  Prolego* 
mena ;  from  which  he  might  have  learned,  that  all  these 
manutscripts  do  not  contain  the  whole  New  Testament  ^. 

Ludolph  Kiister  reprinted  Mill's  Greek  Testament  at 
Rotterdam  in  1 710,  awl  enrich|d  it  with  the  readmgs  of 
twelve  additiond  manuscripts  ^  ^  These  are  nine  Paris 
manuscripts,  with  those  of  Carpzov,  Seidel,  and  Boer^ 
ner.  This  edition  has  likewise  ^another  advantage,  that 
the  readings  which  MiS  had  been  obliged  to  place  in  bis 
Appendix,  are  here  transferred  to  their  proper  places.' 
Bat  Griesbach,  in  the  prefitce  to  his'  Symbols  critics, 
has  observed  that  Kiister  has  not  transferred  them  all*   ' 

Before  I  conclude  the  account  of  Mill's  edition^  I  must 
take  notice  of  that  copy,  which  is  in  my  own  po^ession, 
because  I  should  be  sorry  that  the  pains,  which  have 
been  bestowed  on  it, '  should  be  lost  to  the  worid.  This 
copy  I  inherited  from  mv  father,  who  has  written  mar- 
ginal notes  from  one  end  of  it  to  the  oth^.  They  con- 
sist partly  in  new  readings,  which  he  himself  had  col-» 
lected,  partly  in  observations  on  the  old.  The  readings, 
which  he  has  added,  are  taken  chiefly  from  TBeophylact^ 
from  the  Syriac,  Efhiopic,  and  Arabic  versions,  narti<- 
culariy  that  published  by  Erpenius,  and  a  manuscript  of 
the  Vulgate,  which  he  procured  from  the  fibraiy  of 
Ludwig.  The  extracts  from  this  manuscript  are  very 
numerous  :  but  the  most  important  are  those,  which  are 
taken  from  the  Oriental  versions,  because  the  readings, 
which  Mill  has  quoted  fVom  them,  are'  very  imperfect 
whereas  those,  which  my  father  has  collected,  were  assur^ 
ediy  not  taken  from  the  Latin  translations,  but  drawn 
from  the  originals  themselves.  After  my  death,  this 
copy  will  be  deposited  in  the  library  of  the  Orphan 
House  in  Halle. 

In  the  Bodleian  library  is  a  copy  of  Mill's  Greek  Tes- 
tamenty  with  additions  and  corrections  from  MilFs  own 

hand  I 

*  Whitbjr  woB  as  much  against  the  Latin  readit)g8,  aB  Mlt!  was  ia 
faTour  of  tbem :  and,  though  be  was  of  opinion  that  the  fatbem 
quoted  the  Creek  Teacament  from  naemory,  yet  he  paid  more  d6« 
ference  to  their  quotationsi  tbao  to  any  mi|att8cript; 
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hand :  there  are  alao  aome  additions  by  Heame.  Griea- 
bach,  in  the  first  volume  of  his  Symbolse^  p.  241 — 304; 
has  printed  as  many  of  tbem,  as  relate  to  Che  seveateen 
first  chapters  of  St.  Matthew,  and  all  the  epbtles.  In 
the  latter  a  Codex  Hal.  hi  frequently  quoted ;  but  what 
this  abbreviatifa^aBates  TOone  at  present  knows. 

la.  The  Greek  Testament  published  by  the  leameS 
Syndic  of  the  city  of  Bremen,  Gerard  of  Mastncht,  was 
received  in  Germany  with  great  applause.  It  was  printed 
at  Amsterdam  in  1711,  with  Prol^mena,  and  variona 
readings,  which  were  taken  partly  from  Fell's  edition, 
pardy  from  a  manuscript  in  the  imperial  library,  which 
the  editor  himself  collated  with  great  cam.  He  calls 
himself  in  the  title  G.  D.  T.  M.  D.  that  is,  Geraidus 
de  Tngecto  Mosss  Doctor. 

Notwithstanding  this  work  was  so  much  commended 
on  its  first  appearance,  the  late  Benael  in  his  Introduitio 
in  criflin  N.  T.  p.  440  of  the  1**  edition,  p.  76.  of  the 
second,  speaks  of  it  in  very  indifferent  terms.  It  is  cw- 
tain  that  Mastricht  was  not  happj  in  the  choice  of  his 
readings  :  And  as  Mill's  edition  is  so  much  more  com- 
plete, the  imperfect  collection  of  readings  exhibited  by 
Mastricht  seems  to  be  of  no  use. 

1 3.  An  anonymous  Englishman  published  in  London 
in  1729,  The  New  Testament,  Greek  and  En^ish,  8*^ 
of  which  I  can  speak  only  from  the  accounts  of  others  *, 
as  I  have  never  seen  it  myself.  The  editor  has  presumed  to 
make  many  alterations  in  the  Greek  text,  not  only  where 
he  bad  the  authority  of  manuscripts,  but  frequently  from 
mere  conjecture.  He  has  added  an  En^ish  translation, 
vi^Mch  runs  with  tolerable  fluency,  and  likewise  several 
notes,  in  which  however  we  find  no  new  extracts  ftom  ma- 
nuscripts, but  merely  such  as  had  been  given  by  Mill.  He' 
goes  upon  the  priuciplei  that  it  is  lawnil  for  an  editor  to 
alter  the  text  from  conjecture,  and  ridicules  those,  who 
think  it  wrong  to  invent  new  readings*  The  common 
reading,  Gal.  iv.  25.  he  did  hot  understand  i  he  made 

therefore 

t  It  if  dMcriUd  in  tta  Mtmoiiv  of  m  libnry  ia  HsUti  Yol.  IV. 
P.41S.419. 
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therefore  an  emendation,  of  the  justness  of  which  he  is 
so  very  confident,  that  he  censures  Mill,  for  retaining 
the  words  2iya  a^c  cni*  n  nf  Afk^iat,  because  they  are 
found  in  every  manuscript,  and  adds,  ^  as  if  there  was 
any  manuscript  so  aiicient  as^mmon  sense/  This  is  a 
ridiculous  and  absurd  aflfectailm)'  of ^k|^  .Whoever,  like 
(his  editor,  has  not  sufficient  knowledge  to  comprdiend 
the  meaning  of  his  author,  will  certainly  be  unable  to 
find  common  sense  in  a  passage,  of  which  he  knows  not 
the  meaning :  but  this  is  the  fault  of  the  interpretca*,  not 
of  the  author.  And  it  would  be  surely  a  very  extraordi- 
nary rule  in  the  art  of  criticism,  that  common  sense  is  to 
be  preferred  to  the  authority  of  all  manuscripts ;  for 
though  we  may  appeal  to  common  sense,  to  shew  what 
an  author  ought  to  have  written,  it  is  no  criterion  for 
determinbg  what  he  actually  has  written  f. 

14.  John. Albert  Bengel,  Abbot  of  Alpirspach  in  the 
Duchy  of  Wiirtembeiig,  became  a  critic,  as  he  himself 
expresses  it,  per  tentationem,  or,  in  other  words,  he  di- 
rected his  attention  to  sacred  criticism,  in  consequence  of 
serious  and  anxious  doubts.  While  he  was  a  student  at 
the  University,  he  made  use  of  that  edition  of  the  Gredc 
Testament,  which  Professor  Frank  had  printed  at  Halle 
from  that  of  Bishop-  Fell ;  and  being  resolved  not  to 
form  his  principles  of  Theology  from  the  system  adopted 
in  the  academical  lectures,  he  had  recourse  to  the  Greek 
Testament  itself;  but  finding  so  great  a  number  of  va- 
rious readings,  which  seemed  to  render  his  faith  uncer- 
tain, he  fell  into  a  kind  of  despondency,  which  he  con- 
cealed from  his  tutor,  because  he  doubted  whether  he 
should  obtain  the  satisfaction  he  required  ^  But  this 
uneasiness^  and  the  influence  which  it  had  on  this  mode 

of 

t  The  late  Wolf  bas  confuted,  in  his  Curx,  the  innovations  of 
this  editor,  which  Leonhard  Twells  has  done  in  a  separate  work^ 
"which  I  have  never  been  able  to  procure  **.  In  the  Memoirs  of  a 
library  in  Halle  this  edition  is  described  as  a  'very  bold  undertaking 
against  the  doctrine  of  Christ's  Divinity. 

'  See  the  account  of  his  life  in  the  i^pparatus  criticus^  p.  099. 
703.  a*  ed« 
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of  study,  were  very  bencjficial  in  their  effects :  and  the 
consequence  followed,  vv'hich  might  be  naturally  expect- 
ed, since  a  man  who  seeks  after  the  genuine  reading 
through  scruples  of  conscience,  will  not  only  be  more 
industrious  in  searching  for  materials  of  information,  but 
will  probably  be  more  sclbpulousiy  exact  in  examining 
the  evidence  which  they  afford^  than  a  man  who  exercises 
the  art  of  criticism,  merely  because  it  is  his  profession^ 
or  because  the  study  of  it  either  gratifies  his  ambition,  or 
indulges  his  private  inclination,  fiengel  was  not  only 
diligent  in  the  examination  of  various  readings,  but  in 
the  .strictest  sense  of  the  word  conscientious ;  for  he  conr 
sidered  it  as  an  offeoee  against  the  Deity,  if  through  his 
own  fault,  that  is,  through  levity  or  carelessness,  he  in- 
troduced a  false  reading  into  the  sacred  text.  His  object 
was  not  merely  to  make  a  collection  of  reading,  and 
leave  the  choice  of  them  to  the  judgment  of  the  reader, 
but  to  examine  the  evidence  on  both  sides,  and  draw 
the  inference  :  yet  he  has  not  given  his  own  opinion  so 
frequently  as  Mill,  whom  he  resembled  in  his  reverence 
for  the  Latin  vqrsion,  and  in  the  preference  which  be 
gave  to  barsh  and  difficult  readings,  before  those  which 
were  smooth  and  flowing.  It  may  be  observed  in  gene- 
ral, that  he  had  a. cool  and  sound  judgment,  though  it 
did  not  prevent  him  from  thinking  too  highly  of  the 
Latin  readings,  and  of  the  Codex  Alexanorinus,  with 
otber  latinizing  ^^  manuscripts.  But  it  was  certainly  a  fault 
in  him,  that  be  was  too  much  attached  to  the  opinions 
iVhich  be  bad  once,  formed,  and  that  in  the  materials, 
^hich  he  left  for  a  second  edition  of  the  Apparatus  cri- 
ticus,  be  paid  so  little  attention  to  the  objections  which 
otber  critics  bad  made  to  the  mistakes  of  the  first  edi- 
tion. It  may  be  said  however,  as  an  extenuation  of  this 
fault,  that,  his  character  being  naturally  firm,  he  was 
induced, to  pay  less  attention  to  objections  in  general, 
because  he  had  been  often  attacked  by  men  without 
learning,  and  without  judgment.  There  is  another 
imperfection  in  his  judgment,  which  I  should  have 
passed  over  in  silence^  if  Wetstein  had  not  taken  particular 
Vol.  IL  Go  notice 
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notice  of  it.  Nathely,  Bengel  waB  of  opinioDt  that  in 
certain  cases  a  kind  of  inward  and  spiritual  grace  might 
enable  us  to  ilistidgutsh  the  genuine  reading  of  the  sacred 
text,  from  that  which  proceeded  merely  from  human 
hands.  Now  I  recollect  no  passage  of  scripture,  in 
which  thiB  Deity  has  given  a  promisie  of  this  critical  grace ; 
and  I  am  really  of  opinion,  that  if  we  followed  its  call» 
it  would  lead  different  critics  to  different  conclusions^ 
Blit  whatever  sentitnents  we  Entertain  of  the  execution 
ojf  his  work  in  general^  he  wilt  always  retain  the  merit  oF 
being  the  first  person  who  removed  those  suspicions^ 
which  had  been  etiteftaided  of  sacred  criticism,  and  of 
rendering  its  study  more  general,  especially  in  Germany. 
He  ihade  known  his  design  by  a  Prodromus  printed  at 
Tiibingen'in  1725,  which  was  followed  nine  years  after- 
SVards  by  the  Greek  Testament  itself,  which  was  pub^- 
lished  at  Tiibingen  in  1 734,  in  4*',  He  prefixed  to  it 
his  Introductio  in  crisin  Novi  Testameilti,  and  subjoined 
to  it  his  Apparatus  criticus,  and  £pik>gu8.  In  his  Intro- 
ductio in  crisin  he  treated  of  the  manuscripts,  versions, 
^nd  editions,  adding  at  the  same  time  very  rational  cri- 
tical niles ;  and  he  executed  the  whole  in  ao  clear  and 
concise  a  manner,  that  the  clefgy  in  general,  who  had 
not  directed  their  attention  to  sacred  criticism,  began  to 
think  that  it  was  less  dangerous,  than  they  had  imagined. 
iThe  writings  of  Bengel  therefore  had  more  readers,  than 
those  of  most  critics ;  and  his  readers  have  become  in 
general  his  friends  and  disciples. 

He  dfd  not,  a3  Mill  had  done,  simply  reprint  the 
text  of  a  fbrmer  edition,  but  he  really  improved  it,  as' 
far  as  he  \Vas  able.     But  hh  dif&d^nce,  aqd  caution, 
'^hlch  >jva$  tat  that  tntae  necessary,  prevehiteiid  hifih  firooi  in- 
sei^g  In  the  text  any  reading,  that  Imd  iKA  allneady  ap- 
peiiried  in  som6  print^  editic^,  <eVeKi  tfitOugh  he  believed  it 
to  b^  ttie  genuine  mading  j  hj  vtrhfch  mMuis  6e  avoided 
We  r^rbach,  \Vhich  ^on^e  Vi^sbnik  ^ght  have  made,  of 
fa&viiig  ^blished  a  neW  Bibl^^.     in  tb^  book  of  Rev«- 
latSbp^  alcife  ^e  took  ^thb  tfbe^tjf  (naming  rctedingft, 
whith  imd  tiever  been  jH^ted,  becaidse  thi»  book  held 
7  been 
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been  printed  from  so  few  manuscripts,  and  in  one  passage 
bad  been  printed  by  Erasmus  from  no  manuscript  what- 
soever. Under  the  text  he  placed  some  select  readings, 
but  without  quoting  the  evidence  in  their  favour,  which 
he  reserved  for  his  Apparatus  criticus.  His  opinion  of 
tiiese  marginal  readings  he  expressed  by  Greek  letters, 
oj  fi,  y,  j,  f ^  and  some  few  other  marks :  »  denotes  that 
he  held  it  for  gmuine ;  ^  that  its  genuineness  was  not 
absolutely  certain,  but  that  the  reading  was  still  preferable 
to  that  in  the  text;  y  that  the  reading  of  the  margin  was 
equal  in  value  to  the  reading  of  the  text,  and  that  be 
doubted  which  of  them  he  should  prefer;  i  that  themar- 
^al  reading  was  of  less  value ;  and  e  that  it  was  abso- 
lutely spurious,  though  some  critics  had  defended  it. 
Now,  whatever  Wctstein  may  assert  to  the  contrary,  it 
cannot  be  denied  tbat  this  is  a  very  convenient  method 
of  improving  tbe  text. 

His  •  whole  collection  of  various  readings,  with  the 
evidence  in  their  fi^vour,  and  sometimes  with  his  own 
sentiments  upon  them,  he  placed  in  his  Apparatus  cri- 
ticus. This  collection  was  chiefly  taken  from  that  of 
MiU ;  but  Bengel  omitted  whatever  he  thought  was  of 
no  importance,  for  which  he  has  been  censured  by  Wet- 
stein,  and,  I  believe,  with  peason.  If  Bengal  had  printed 
his  i^mrious  iteadiags  under  the  text,  he  might  have  been 
allowed  to  print  only  select  readings,  in  order  to  save 
room :  but  as  he  printed  them  apart,  and  was  not  con- 
£Bed  to  a  small  compass  of  paper,  he  ought  to  have 
made  his  Apparatus  as  complete  as  possible.  A  reading, 
which  seemed  unimportant  to  Bengel,  might  appear  to 
another  critic  to  be  of  some  consequence;  and  when 
extracts  were  given  from  manuscripts,  which  had  never 
been  collated  before,  every  man  wished  to  be  acquaint- 
ed even  with  such  readings,  as  were  manifest  errata,  in 
order  to  form  ajudgment  of  the  valu6  of  the  manuscripts 
themselves  ^    To  the  readings;  ^vhich  Bepgel  borrowed 

from 

*  Aengel  liimself  acknowledges  thai  it  is  useful  to  quote  seeiaiugly 
naimporlant  xeadingSf  and  be  is  in  this  respf^t  ene  of  the  most  stre- 
noons  advocates  of  Mill.  See  liis  JProdoBUis,  or  bis  Apparatus  criticus, 
p.  628.  2*  ed. 

GO  2 
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from  Mill,  he  made  very  c6nsiderable  additions,  which 
consisted  partly  in  extracts  from  manuscripts,  which  had 
never  been  collated,  partly  in  extracts,  which  had  been 
printed  by  others,  but  had  never  been  collected  into  one 
mass/  and  partly  in  readings,  which  he  selected  with 
greater  accuracy  than  his  predecessors,  from  the  ancient 
versions  ^  These  additions  to  Mill's  collection  make 
Bengel's  Apparatus  indispensable  to  a  critic,  not  only 
because  Wetstein  has  neglected  to  use  a  great  part  of 
Bengel's  materials,  but  also  because  in  those  extracts, 
which  Wetstein  has  copied  from  Bengel,  errata  may 
have  taken  place,  which  can  be  corrected  only  by  refer- 
ring to  the  original  edition.  It  is  likewise  indispensable 
on  the  following  account :  Bengel  quotes  the  authorities 
that  are  in  favour  of  the  text,  as  well  as  those  which 
are  in  favour  of  the  various  readings^  whereas  Wetstein 
quotes  only  the  latter,  and  leaves  the  reader  therefore  in 
a  state  of  uncertainty,  whether  the  reading  of  the  text 
is  supported  by  the  authority  of  a  hundred  manuscripts, 
or  by  no  authority  whatsoever  *". 

From  Bengel's  Greek  Testament  have  been  printed 
several  smaller  editions,  in  which  the  critical  Apparatus 
15  left  out :  but  this  was  republished  in  1 763,  after  the 
death  of  the  author,  with  those  alterations,  additions, 
and  answers  to  objections,  which  he  had  left  in  manu- 
script, under  the  title  of  Apparatus  criticus  ad  Novum 
Testamentum;  which  title  includes  more  than  : in  the 
first  edition,  in  which  the  title  of  Apparatus  was  given 

to 

'  His  own  words  are  as  follow,  Non  solum  Ai]igU8taDos  septetn,  Bj- 
zantinum,  Hirsaugiensem,  Moscuensem,  Uffenbachianos  duos  MSS. 
codices  contuli,  quos  duodecim  Censura  memorat.  Sunt  praeterea  Ba* 
sileenses  tres,  Bodleiauus  unus  apud  Waltonum,  Camerarianus,  Diony. 
sianus  apud  Gagnaeuro,  Gehlianus,  Parisinus  unus  apud.  Simoninni, 
Wolfiani  duo,  complures  apud  L.  Vallain,  et  J.  Fabrum  Stapulensem, 
fragmenta  alia  et  excerpta,  quae  Millio  et  Kustero  intacta  io  apparaUi 
meo  CQngesM.  Antiquissimae  et  Innge  gravisshnae  translation!  Latlnas 
tantundera  facile  opera;  dicavi,  quantum  ipsi  textuiCrvco.  Accessere 
versionis  Copticse  ec  Armenise,  in  librisN.T.  a  Millio  hac  parte  prae« 
termissis,  a  cekberrimo  La  Croze  rogata  meo  revisis,  et  inulta  alia 
versioDum  patrumque  suppiementa.  Appar.  crit.  p.  656.  ed,  s  *• 
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to  the  collection  of  readings  alone.  In  the  second  edition, 
Bengel  has  not  paid  sufficient  attention  to  the  objections 
of  his  opponents,  and  he  has  let  errors  remain,  which . 
tliey  had  pointed  out;  for  instance.  Rev.  xv.  6.  compared 
with  Wetstein's  Prolegomena,  p.  161.  n.  12,  But  per- 
haps he  would  have  made  more  alterations,  than  what 
he  left  written  in  the  margin  of  his  book,  if  he  had  lived 
to  superintend  the  new  edition  himself. 

I  cannot  conclude  the  account  of  Bengels  edition, 
without  mentioning  the   principal  persons  who   wrote 
against  him ;  for  the  attacks^  which  were  made  on  him 
by  the  illiterate,  neither  merited  the  notice  of  Bengel, 
nor  deserve  to  be  mentioned  here.     Wolf  has  in  his 
Curse  made  several  objections  to  Bengel  in  respect  to  the 
Revelation  of  St.  John,  and  Baumgarten  has  done  tlie 
same  in  his  Examen  variantium  lectionum.  in  epistola 
Jacobi ;  to  whom  Bengel  has  replied  in  the  second  edi- 
tion of  his  Apparatus.    My  father  in  his  Tractatio  critica 
de  variis  lecUonibus  N.  T.  has  made  sevcml  objections 
to  the  opinions,  which  Bengel  entertained  of  the  Codex 
Alexandrinus,  and  he  corrected  several  mistakes,  which 
Bengel  had  nmde  in  regard  to  the  Syriac  version.     This 
gave  rise  to  a  controversy,  which  was  conducted  with 
great  coolness,  and  by  no  means,  affected  the  friendship 
that  subsisted  between  the  two  parties.   Whoever  wishes 
to  examine  the  arguments,  whieh  were  advanced  on  both 
sidesy  may  consult  Bengelii  tractatio  criUca  de  sinceritate 
N.T.  GrsBci  tuenda,  cum  adspersis  hie  illic  ab  editore 
Christiano  Beoedicto  Michaelis  annotatiunculis.     Halae, 
1 750.     A  warm  adversary,  and  among  the  warm  adver- 
saries of  Bengel  by  far  the  most  able,  was  the  celebrated 
Welstein.     This  eminent  critic  used  frequently  in  the 
latter  part  of  his  life  to  break  out  in  expressions  of  vio^ 
lence  against  Bengel,  which  he  would  certainly  have  been 
ashamed  to  commit  to  writing ;  but  even  in  his  writings 
he  speaks  of  him  with  no  inconsiderable  warmth.     Yel 
he  sometimes  censures,  where  he  ought  to  have  com- 
mended: for  instance,  p.  157.  of  his  Prolegomena,  he 
accuses  Bengel  of  having  in  several  instances  altered  his 

003  opinion ; 


470  Editiom  cf  the  Gr.  Testament.      chap.  xii. 

opinion '";  as  if  it  were  a  disgrace  to  an  author  to  enlarge 
his,  views  during  the  progress  of  his  work,  and  as  if  he 
had  not  done  it  himself  in  the  p^iod  that  elapsed  be* 
tween  the  publication  of  his  first  Prolegomena,  and  his 
edition  of  the  Greek  Testament^  or  between  die  time, 
-when  he  formed  his  original  plan,  and  the  publicatioa 
of  his  first  Prolegomena.  What  Wetstein  wrote  against 
Bengel  is  contained  partly  in  the  Bibliotheque  raisonn^, 
partly  in  the  Prol^omena  to  the  first  part  of  his  Greek 
Testament,  p.  15^—170.  To  the  objections  made  in 
the  former,  Bengel  replied  in  his  Defensb  N«  T.  Grseci 
Tubinga3  editi,  which  was  published  in  1737;  but  I 
know  of  no  reply,  that  has  been  given  to  the  objecdoos 
made  in  the  latter.  Notwithstanding  the  vblenoe,  which 
Wetstein  has  displayed  in  his  attacks  upon  Bei^l,  yet 
he  was  a  man  of  such  profound  learning,  that  bis  objec- 
dons  deserve  to  be  careiblly  examined.  They  rdate 
either  to  errors  of  judgment,  or  mistakes  in  matters  of 
fact ;  but  the  number  of  the  latter  is  so  inconsiderable, 
that  the  credit  of  Bengel's  collection  of  various  readings, 
in  point  of  accuracy,  has  rather  gained  dian  lost  by  the 
controversy.  Every  man  engaged  in  a  work  of  consider* 
able  extent  is  exposed  to  the  danger  of  error,  and,  thou^ 
I  have  never  examined  the  quotations  of  Wetstein  with 
the  same  attention,  as  he  has  done  those  of  fieogel,  I 
could  easily  produce  a  greater  number  of  mistakes  finom 
Wetstein's  edition,  than  Wetstein  has  produced  fi-om  that 
of  Bengel. 

15.  I  come  now  to  the  celebrated  edition  of  John 
James  Wetstein,  which,  of  all  the  editions  of  the  Greek 
Testament,  is  the  most  important,  and  the  most  neces* 
sary  to  those,  who  are  engaged  in  sacred  criticism.  Of 
the  exegetical  use  of  this  edition  I  have  treated  above^ 
in  the  last  section  of  the  fourth  chapter :  at  present  I  shall 
confine  myself  to  the'  critical  part  of  it^  and  consider  it 
only  in  reference  to  the  text  of  the  Greek  Testament, 
and  its  various  readings.     The  rrader  will  excuse  my 

prolixity 

*"  Non  matari  judicii  est^  sed  inconstantiae  et  levitatis  speciem 
beti  quod  Dengelius  m  altera  Prodromo  a  priore  longe  recesait,  Ac 
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prolixity  on  this  subject^  not  only  because  Wetiit<^ii)'f( 
edition  is  of  the  utmost  importaQce,  but  because  its  cri- 
tical merits^  during  some  time  after  its  publicatiqn,  were 
not  thoroughly  understood.  It  was  impossible  from  the 
nature  of  the  work  itself^  that  the  reviewers,  who  no- 
ticed it  ip  their  literary  journals  on  its  first  appearance, 
should  have  sufficient  knowledge  of  the  subject ;  and 
pothing  less  than  the  constant  use  of  it  during  many  years 
could  enable  us  to  speak  with  any  tolerable  precision  of 
a  work,  which  contains  a  much  greater  number  of  read- 
ings, tba^  the  edition  by  Mill,  (thouj^h  he  had  given 
already  thirty  thousand)  ^nd  which,  in  consequence  of  the 
numerous  authorities,  by  which  the  various  readings  are 
Hipported,  contains  ^bove  a  million  qf  quotation?. 

Though  it  seems  useless  tq  inquire^  whether  a  col- 
lector of  various  readings  is  orthodox,  or  hetero^oxi 
since  the  one  may  have  as  good  eyes,  ^  deep  learning. 
Apd  as  much  hon^ty,  as  H^e  other ;  yet  in  the  case  of 
Wetstein,  it  is  necessary  to  take  soip^  QO^icp  of  ^is  reli- 
^oos  opinion^.  For  if  he  acted  unfairly  in  conc/Ba|ing 
His  aeptiment^  on  poipts  of  religion,  a  su3picipQ  mighjt 
|uri^  that  he  acted  ^l^p  unfairly  in  thjs  statement  of  his 
evidence  for  the  various  rq^^iogs  pf  the  Greeic  Testa- 
ment This  subject  is  really  of  gre^t  importance,  for  a^ 
ft  third  part  perhaps  of  the  manuscripts,  which  he  quotes, 
have  been  collated  by  no  one  but  himself,  he  is  so  far 
our  oaiy  evidepcq,  itnd  W6  must  rdy  entirely  qn  his 
authority.  It  may  be  asked  then,  1'^,  Whether  he  has 
quoted  hiis  manuscripts  either  fiE||sely  or  iniperfectly,  in 
order  to  establish  his  own  religious  opinions?  s'^'^  Whe- 
ther his  diligence  k4  ^cpuri^cy  hfLve  been  such,  that  we 
may  at  all  times  depend  upon  them  '^  ? 

The  first  of  these  (j[uestions  I  should  make  no  scruple 
tQ  answer  j^n  the  negsUiye,  and  to  pronounce  t^^t  Wet- 
steia  in  his  character  of  a  critic  is  perfectly  hpoest  Fqr 
in  the  principal  passages  of  the  New  Testament  relative 
to  the  Divinity  of  Christ,  in  which  no  variqus  reading 
had  beeo  quoted  by  former  critics,  Wetstein  has  likewise 
produced  none ;  though  mapy  of  the  adversaries  of  that 

004  doctripe 
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doctrine  have  endeavoured  to  help  themselves  by  critical 
conjecture.  The  two  passages,  to  which  I  allude,  are 
John  i.  1.  and  Rom.  ix.  5.  in  which  a  pious  zeal  might 
have  induced  a  critic,  who  was  not  an  impartial  lover  of 
the  truth,  to  have  confirmed  the  two  conjectures  of  the 
Socinians,  xai  d'gs  nv  0  Atyof,  and  dv  0  (t<  wocvtuv  S'coc,  by 
quoting  false  evidence  in  its  favour ;  but  W  etstein  is  per- 
fectly tree  from  this  reproach,  and  the  soundness  ot  his 
critical  judgment  induced  him  to  reject  even  the  conjec- 
tures themselves.  But  his  explanation"  of  the  twq  pas- 
sages is  partial  in  a  very  high  degree ;  and  in  the  last 
passage  he  has  made  use  of  a  finesse,  that  is  inconsistent 
ivith  honour  and  integrity,  in  placing  his  explanation,  not 
among  the  notes  at  the  bottom  of  the  page,  to  which  it 
,  property  belongs,  but  among  the  various  readings*^.  This 
19  all  that  can  be  laid  to  his  charge ;  and  if  he  has  given 
no  false  quotations  in  passages,  while  he  had  points  of 
doctrine  to  establish,  w*e  have  reason  to  suspect  him  in 
passages  of  less  importance.  '      * 

With  respect  to  the  second  question,  whether  Wet- 
stein  has  been  sufficiently  diligent  and  accurate  in  col- 
lating his  manuscripts,  and  in  his  edition  of  the  Greek 
Testament  in  general,  it  will  appear  from  the  examples, 
which   I   shall  produce,  that  yre  have  less  reason  to 

pronounce 

*  '  God  wbo  is  over  all  be  blessed  for  ever,'  is  the  explaDatioo  of 
Wetstein,  wbo  understands  it  not  of  Cbrist  bat  of  tbe  Father ;  and  in 
support  of  his  explanation  quotes  several  passages  from  the  fathers, 
who  deny  that  0  lyi  vaprv9  Stoq  relates  to  Christ.     He  quotes  also  the 
celebrated  passage  of  Julian,  t»»  yat  lua'w  ovri  UoivXef  tv^Xi/aiatw  iiviiv 
di«v,  evri  MftrSaiof ,  ovri  Mo^of ,  aJJ^  •  %^«rof  Ummm^,     He  concludes 
therefore  that  both  Julian,  and  the  fathers,  whom  he  quotes,  must  have 
•  explained  this  passage  in  a  manner  different  from  that  in  which  we 
explain  it.     Now  this  proof  amounts  to  nothing;  for  though  the  evi- 
dence of  Julian,  as  well  as  that  of  the  fathers,  i&of  importance,  when 
the  question  relates  to  the  readings  of  the  Greek  Testament,  because 
their  authenticity  must  be  determined  by  the  force  of  evidence;  yet 
their  explanation  of  a  passage,  and  especially  that  given  by  Julian, 
cannot  be  admitted  in  determining  a  point  of  simple  criticism.     Wet- 
stein  therefore  makes  use  of  thedishonest  finesse  of  quoting  explana* 
tions  among  his  Variae  lectiones,  which  miut  be  determined  not  hy 
opinioDSi  but  by  facts.  * 
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pronounce    him  faultleds,    than  in  regard  to  the    first 
question. 

Wetstein's  Greek  Testament  was  published  at  Am* 
slerdam  in  1751  and  1752,  in  two  volumes  folio.  I 
will  divide  the  description  of  it  into  three  heads.  1 .  The 
Prolegomena.  2.  The  text,  with  the  proposed  alter-^ 
ations  of  the  editor.  3.  The  collection  of  various 
readings. 

.    He  first  published  his  Prolegomena  in  1 730,  at  Am* 
sterdam,  in  4*^  without  mentioning  his   name,  under 
the  following  title :  Prolegomena  ad  N.  T.  Grssci  edi- 
tioneni  accuratissimam  e  vetustissimis  codicibus  ^  MSS. 
denuo  procurandum :  in  quibus  agitur  de  codicibus  MSS. 
N.  T.  scriptoribus  Gnecis,  qui  N.  T.  usi  fuerunt^  ver- 
sionibus  veteribus,  editionibus  prioribus,  et  claris  inter- 
pretibus ;  et  proponuntur  animadversiones  et  cautiones 
ad  examen  variarum  lectionum  N.T.  necessarise.     These 
Prolegomena  were  afterwards  printed  with  his  Greek 
Testament,  with  several  alterations.     For  the  arrange* 
nient  is  different,  many  important  paragraphs  are  addec^ 
and  the  opinions*  which  the  author  had  entertained,  are 
in  some  places  changed.    This  is  highly  commendable. 
The  manuscripts,  which  were  divided  in  the  first  edition 
of  his  Prolegomena  into  several  classes,  according  to 
their  antiquity,  and  the  characters,  in  which  they  are 
written,  are  in  the  second  edition  divided  into  only  two 
classes,  those  in  the  first  class  being  denoted  by  letters, 
those  in  the  second  by  figures ;  the  arrangement  of  the 
mannscripts  in  each  class  is  likewise  different.    This 
renders  it  difficult  to  find  in  the  first  edition  a  manu- 
script described  in  the  second,  which  is  sometimes  neces- 
sary :  and  at  the  same  time  excites  a  suspicion  that  Wet- 
stem  made  many  mistakes,  in  altering  the  old  marks,  by 
which  he  denoted  his  manuscripts  in  the  first  edition,  to 
those  which  he  adopted  ip  the  second,  for  in  so  dry  and 
tedious  an  employment  it  was  almost  irtipossible  to  avdd 
numerous  errors.    And  when  I  consider  that  these  ar- 
bitrary signs,  in  which  the  understanding  is  wholly  un- 
employed,   were  to  be  dianged   in  several  hundred 

thousand 
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thousand  instances,  it  appears  to  me  that  the  alteratbn 
must  have  produced  a  great  number  of  errata,  not  only  in 
the  Prolegomena,  but  also  among  the  various  readings. 
Perhaps  those  who  were  personally  acquainted  with  Wet*^ 
stein,  and  knew  his  method  of  proceeding,  might  commM* 
nicate  some  information,  that  would  do  away  our  appre- 
hensions on  this  subject;  and  it  is  principally  with  tbia 
view,  that  I  have  mentioned  it  at  present,  because  if 
the  same  doubts  arose  a  hundred  years  hence,  it  might 
be  impossible  to  obtain  a  satisfactory  answer  ^'. 

No  man  will  deny  that  Wetstein  s  Prolegomena  dis<^ 
cover  profound  erudition,  critical  penetration,   and  an 
intimate  acquaintance  with  the  Greek  manuscripts.     It 
is  a  work,  which  in  many  respects  has  given  a  new  turn 
to  sacred  criucism,  and  no  man  engaged  in  that  study 
can  dispense  with  it.     Wherever  Wetstein  has  delivered 
his  sentiments  respecting  a  Greek  manuscript,  which  he 
has  done  less  frequently  than  Mill,  and  indeed  less  fre- 
quently than  we  could  have  wished,  he  shews  himself 
an  experienced  and  sagacious  critic.     He  is  likewise  more . 
concise  than  Mill,  in  delivering  hb  opinion,  and  does  not 
support  it  by  producing  so  great  a  number  of  readings 
from  the  manuscript  in  question.    This  conciseness  is 
the  consequence  of  that  warmth  and  haste,  which  were 
peculiar  to  Wetstein's  character,  and  which  have  some- 
times given  birth  to  mistakes.    The  fiieof  his  dispositk»i 
was  likewise  the  cause  of  his  advandiq;  conjectures,  in 
regard  to  the  history  of  his  manuscripts,  which  exceed 
Ifae  bounds  of  probability.     But  the  critieal  rules,  which 
he  has  delivered,  are  perfectly  just ;  and  in  this  respect 
tiiere  is  a  remarkable  agreement  between  him  and  his 
eminent  predecessors,  Mill  and  Bengd.     In  regard  to  the 
^.adn  version  alone  they  appear  to  differ,  which  in  MHl 
and  Bengal  has  powerful,  and,  perhaps,  partial  advo- 
caftesj  but  in  Wetstein  «  severe  and  s^igacious  judge,  who 
sometimes  condemns  it  without  a  cause.    The  Greek 
manuscripts,  which  confirm  the  readings  4)f  the  Vulgate, 
and  whksh  he  supposed  had  been  corrupted  from  it,  he 
of  cowse  condemned  with  equal  seventy :  and  eome 

coliectioQg 
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coUectioos  of  various  rearlings,  which  had  been  made  by 
catboUcSy  he  made  no  scruple  to  pronounce  a  forgery, 
saying,  '  Timeo  Danaos,  et  dona  ferentes.'  But  in  con-i 
sequence  of  his  antipathy  to  the  Vulgate,  his  coUectioa 
of  various  readings  is  less  perfect,  than  it  might  have 
been. 

Dr.  Semler  deserves  the  thanks  of  the  puUic,  for  hav- 
ing published  in  an  octavo  volume  the  Prolegomena  of 
Wetstein,  and  enriched  them  with  his  own  notes.  He 
is  less  inimical  to  the  readings  of  the  Vulgate  than  Wet- 
stein,  and  the  opposition,  which  the  reader  will  find  ben 
tween  the  text  and  the  notes,  will  enable  him  to  exa^ 
mine  the  question  on  both  sides,  and  therefore  bring  him 
nearer  to  the  truth. 

It  was  Wetstein's  ori^nal  intendon  to  print  the  text 
of  his  Greek  Testament  from  the  Codex  Alexandrinus, 
for  in  the  early  part  of  his  life  he  subscribed  to  the  gene* 
ral  opinion,  in  regard  to  the  supposed  uncommon  excels 
lence  of  this  manuscript.  But^  as  his  prejudice  in  favour 
of  it  abated,  he  abandoaed  his  design,  which  was  before 
he  quitted  Basel.  His  adversaries  accused  him  of  fickle* 
ness  on  this  account ;  but  he  ought  rather  to  be  com* 
mended  for  having  discovered  errors,  in  his  former  opi- 
nions, and  acknowledging  them  to  the  public.  He  was 
afterwards  the  very  person,  through  whom  the  Codex 
Alexandrinus  lost  so  much  of  its  credit ;  but  perhaps  he 
went  too  far  in  depreciating  this  manuscript,  bemise  it 
has  readings  which  agree  with  the  Latin  ver»ons. 

Having  given  up  the  design  of  printing  the  Codex 
Alexandrinus,  he  resolved  to  establish  a  text  formed  00 
the  authority  of  the  most  ancient  and  most  valuable  ma- 
ouscripts.  It  is  probable,  as  will  appear  in  the  sequel^ 
that  the  alteratioosi  which  he  would  have  made  in  the 
conmion  text,  woukl  not  have  been  very  considerable ; 
but,  as  he  was  suspected  of  entertaining  Socioian  prindr 
ples,  and  the  world  might  have  supposed  that  bis  chief 
object  was  to  propagate  his  own  reli^^pus  opinions,  it 
was  requested,  if  I  miatake  not,  by  the  Arninkuas  tfaenr 

selves,  that  be  would  make  no  alterations  whatsoever 

This 
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Tbb  advice  he  very  prudently  followed,  and  printed  the 
text  of  the  Greek  Testament,  as  it  stands  in  the  common 
editions,  under  the  title  Novum  Testamentum  Graecuni 
editionis  recepts.  The  alterations,  which  he  intended 
to  have  made,  he  |K)inted  out  partly  in  tlie  text  itself 
by  a  mark  denoting  a  proposed  omission,  partly  in  the 
space  which  is  between  the  text  and  the  various  read- 
ings, in  which  he  noted  those  readings,  which  he  pre- 
ferred to  the  common  text.  The  number  of  these  pro- 
posed alterations  is  very  moderate,  and  they  are  always 
supported  by  good  authority.  I  have  often  wondered 
therefore  that  Wetstein  is  such  an  advocate  for  critical 
conjecture,  as  he  has  never  preferred  a  reading,  that  rests 
upon  conjecture  without  the  evidence  of  a  manuscript, 
to  tliat  of  the  common  text. 

It  was  reasonable  to  suppose,  that  he  would  not  be 
wholly  impartial  in  the  passages,  which  relate  to  the  di- 
vinity of  Christ.     But  he  has  in  no  instance  gpne  sp  far^ 
as  to  alter  a  reading,  from  conjecture,  though  in  passages, 
in  which  various  readings  could  be  found,  he  has  chosen 
that,  from  which  no  proof  can  be  drawn  of  the  doctrine 
in  question.    The  celebrated  passage  i  John  v.  7.  he  be* 
lieved  to  be  spurious,  for  which  he  has  assigned  his  rea* 
sons  at  full  length :  and  I  believe  that  in  this  point  he 
was  not  mistaken.     But  he  is  not  to  be  defended  in  pre- 
ferring T«  £vf M  to  TK  6f]i,  Acts  XX.  28.  and  e  ifan(^  to 
dt9i  f^oHfr^cpOnt  I  Tim.  iii.  16.  the  common  reading  of 
which  two  passages  is  defended  by  Baum^rten,  in  bis 
Vindiciae  vocis  dw^  1  Tim.  iii.  16.  and  by  Emesti  in  his 
Specimen  castigationum  Wetstenii  ^\ 

The  alterations,  which  Wetstein  proposed,  have  been 
received  into  the  text  of  an  edition  of  the  Greek  Testa- 
ment published  by  Bowyer,  the  learned  printer,  under 
the  following  title :  Novum  Testamentum  Graecum  ad 
fidem  Grascorum  solum  codicum  MSS^  nunc  prinautn 
expressum,  adstiputante  Joanne  Jacobo  Wetstenio,  juxta 
sectiones  Jo.  Alberti  Bengelii  divisum,  et  nova  inter- 
punctione  saspius  illustratum.  Accessere  in  altero  vo- 
lumine  emendationes  conjecturales  virorum   doqtorum 

undecunque 
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undecunque  collects.  Londini,  cur&y  typis  et  sutnptibus 
G.  B.  1 763.  The  words,  which  he  proposed  to  omit, 
without  substituting  others  in  their  stead,  are  retained  in 
this  edition,  but  incbsed  in  brackets.  In  the  second 
volume,  p.  464 — ^475*  is  a  catalogue  of  those  readings 
adopted  by  Wetstein,  which  differ  from  the  text  of  Mill's 
edition,  or,  which  is  the  same  thing,  the  third  edition 
of  Robert  Stephens.  If  we  except  the  book  of  Revela- 
tion, in  which  the  alterations  are  so  numerous,  that 
Bowyer  has  not  included  them  in  his  catalogue,  they 
amount  to  only  three  hundred  and  thirty-four,  which  is 
a  very  moderate  number,  when  we  consider  that  many 
of  them  relate  to  niceties  of  no  great  importance,  and 
that  many  of  the  rest  are  found  in  other  editions.  It  may 
be  observed,  that  Bowyer  has  n^lected  to  note  in  this 
catalogue  1  John  v.  7.  which  Wetstein  rejected  as  spu- 
rious, but  in  the  text  itself  he  has  not  neglected  to  include 
it  in  brackets. 

Wetstein's  collection  of  various  readings,  which  to  a 
critic  is  the  most  valuable  part  of  his  publication,  far 
surpasses  the  collections  of  M'dl  and  Bengel :  and  Wet- 
stein has  not  only  produced  a  much  greater  quantity  of 
matter  than  his  predecessors,  but  has  likewise  corrected 
their  mistakes.  The  extracts  from  manuscripts,  versions, 
and  printed  editions  of  the  Greek  Testament,  which  had 
been  quoted  by  Mill,  are  generally ""  quoted  by  Wetstein, 
Whenever  Wetstein  had  no  new  extracts  from  the  ma- 
nuscripts quoted  by  Mill,  or  had  no  opportunity  of  exa- 
mining them  himself,  he  copied  literally  from  Mill ;  but 
wherever  Mill  has  quoted  from  printed  editions,  as  from 
the  marmn  of  Robert  Stephens's  for  instance,  or  from 
the  London  Polyglot,  Wetstein  did  not  copy  from  Mill, 
but  went  to  the  onginal  source,  as  appears  from  his  hav- 
ing corrected  many  mistakes  in  Mill's  quotations.  It 
were  to  be  wished  however  that  Wetstein  had  examined 
every  quotation  made  by  Mill,  and  had  retained  every 
thb^  which  he  found  to  be  accurate.     For  it  is  certain 

that 

*  I  say  generally  quoted^  because  it  will  appear  in  the  sequel  that 
V^etstein  has  not  done  it  idways. 
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that  Wetstein  has  omitted  many  of  MiWs  quotations,  in 
which  it  does  not  appear  that  Mill  was  mistaken ;  and 
of  some  of  them  I  can  confidently  assert,  from  my  own  ex- 
perience, that  they  are  perfectly  right.  The  Barberini 
and  Velesian  readings  Wetstein  has  designedly  omitted; 
and  the  Vulgate  he  has  quoted  less  frequently  than  Mill, 
as  cdso  some  other  versions,  and  the  works  of  the  fathers. 
Even  the  Greek  manuscripts,  which  he  himself  collated, 
he  has  ofken  neglected  to  quote  for  readings,  which  Mill 
had  produced  ^om  the  same  manuscripts  ^  I  will  not 
deny  that  in  most  of  these  instances  Mill  mi^t  have 
been  mistaken,  and  that  Wetstein  omitted  his  quotations 
because  they  were  lerrooeoos.  But  is  it  not  possible  that 
Wetstein  himself  was  sometimes  mistaken,  and  that  he 
overlodced  readings,  which  Mill  had  accuraldy  quoted  ? 
Wetstein  had  so  much  6te  in  his  character,  that  be  could 
hardly  avoid  being  sometimes  too  precipitate:  €uid,  as 
it  will  appear  from  the  examples  which  I  shall  produoe, 
that  he  collated  in  a  n^ligent  manner,  it  is  reasonable 
to  conclude  that  as  Mill  was  often  mistaken  on  the  one 
hand,  so  Wetstein  was  ndt  seldom  mistaken  on  the  other. 
It  would  have  been  of  great  service,  if  in  those  cases,  in 
which  Wetstein  omits  what  Mitl  liad  quoted,  he  had 
ONbdeuse^some  marie  to  denote  that  Mill  was  mistaken. 
We  should  tiien  be  Certain  whether  be  omitted  a  reading 
by  ttccident  or  design^  and  should  reiidily  give  credft  to 
his  declaration ;  but  since  he  has  used  no  ^uch  mark, 
I  know  of  no  other  method  of  determinmg  the  •qaestkm 
with  any  accuracy,  than  to  make  a  ccdleddon  of  a$l  tbe 
readings  in  MilFs  Greek  Testameint,  which  are  omitted 
in  that  of  W<d;^in,  and  $o  have  recourse  to  the  ori^nal 
documents,  from  which  they  are  quoted.,  in  order  ix)  de- 
termine, whether  they  are  actually  there,  or  not  **• 
Tbe  readings  which  MiU  had   quoted  from  printed 

editions, 

•  Sec  my  Carse  in  Actas  Apos<ol«nini  Byriacos,  '§  vii.in  ihe  re- 
fnairks^ou  Acts  Viu  ag.  xii.  14.  xiii  1.  xvi.  ftft..57.  xvUi.  S.  xix«  iB. 
37,  xxi.  21.  To  which  I  will  add  another  instance,  Luke«xiv.  iS. 
where  he  has  neglected  to  quote  the  various  reading  nf  for  fv,  on 
•whidi  Bengel  a»ay  Iwconstiked.  'Ueve  then  We  totem  ^is  hardly  to  be 
defended*. 
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editions,  ancient  versions,  and  the  works  of  the  fathers', 
have  been  corrected  by  Wetstein  where  they  were  erro*- 
tieouB,  and  augmented  where  they  were  deficient.  He 
was  likewise  the  first  who  gave  extracts  from  the  Philbxe«* 
nian  Syriac  version :  and  the  extracts,  which  Bengd  firflt 

{>roduced  firom  several  Greek  manuscripts,  he  has  taken 
nto  his  own  collection ;  but  here  he  has  been  guilty  of 
several  omissions,  for  instance  a  reading  in  Luke  xxiv.  1 8. 
tneiUioned  in  the  preceding  note  ^K  Many  Greek  ma- 
nuscripts, which  had  been  imperfectly  collated,  he  ooU 
lated  anew,  or  priDcured  fresh  extracts  from  his  literary 
friends ;  and  he  has  procured  extracts  from  a  very  great 
number,  which  before  his  time  had  never  been  coQuted. 
•Nor  has  he  neglected  to  quote  the  critical  coi\ject«res  of 
others,  though  be  has  not  ventured  to  make  any  hinl- 
self,  or  to  insert  in  the  text  those  which  had  been  made 
l^y  others^.  In  short,  he  has  performed  more  than  all 
Ins  predecessors  put  together.  But  whether  Wetstoio 
has  collated  bis  hmhuscripts  with  sufiicient  accuracy,  and 
i:ieglected  nothing  worthy  of  notice,  is  a  question  tbat 
deserves  to  be  examined.  Those  only,  who  reside  where 
the  manuscripts  themselves  are  preserved,  Y:an  decide  with 
any  certaiitty  upon  tbis  subject ;  but  if  we  may  conclude 
from  the  data,  which  are  actually  in  our  hands,  the  ma- 
nuscripts stand  in  need  of  a  fresii  collation.  I  will  quote 
some  examples,  in  which  I  have  found  Wetstein  defec- 
tive in  his  extracts  firom  printed  editions,  ancient  version*, 
and  the  works  of  the  fathers. 

He  censures,  in  his  Prolegomena,  p.  log.  the  quota- 
tions which  Mill  had  made  from  the  Syriac  version.  Now 
lis  Mill  was  unacquainted  with  Syriac,  and  Wetstein  un- 
derstood the  language,  one  might  naturally  expect  to  find 
in  his  edhion  the  iliosi  complete  extracts.  But  I  wbdd 
iwomiiieild  to  my  readers  to  eomult  <en  this  subject  the 
Curie  in  Actus  Aptotolorum  Syriaeos,  §  13.  It  will 
hire  iippear, 

1 .  laat  Wetstein  has  OflEvifted  many  rematioafcle  read- 
tegs  of  the  Syriac  v^reion,  theu^  taiot  so  mmij  ta  Mttl, 

who 
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^vho  has  omitted  them  by  hundreds,  in  (me  and  the  same 
book. 

2.  That  Wetstein  has  even  omitted  readings  of  the 
Syriac  version,  which  Mill  has  accurately  quoted :  for 
instance,  Acts  ii.  15.  xiv.  13.  xxiii.  9*^.  I  will  add  at 
present  two  other  examples.  The  words  of  the  Syriac 
translator  Acts  viii.  21.  are  jvoi  |Zaikxioia,  as  if  he  bad 
found  in  the  Greek  copy,  from  which  he  translated,  cv  rn 
vffiru  Tfturn,  instead  of  the  common  reading  iv  r^  AoyM 
rrry :  and,  as  the  same  reading  is  expressed  in  the  Arabic 
version  published  by  Erpenius,  it  must  have  been  a  very 
early  reading  of  the  Syriac  version.  Mill  rightly  quoted ' 
*^  euJf  it^nfog  ty  n/  vifu  raurif,  Syr.  Auibrosius ;  and  i»  t« 
Xoyta  TBTtf,  vJf  xAn^of  f»  rn  viris  rami/.     Constit.  ApostoL 

L.  VI.  cap.  7."  But  all  this  is  omitted  by  Wetsteio. 
In  another  difficult  passage,  Acts  viii.  26.  he  quotes  the 
Syriac  version  inaccurately,  saying  that  it  omits  aurii  iriV 
ff fif*0f,  which  it  does  not,  for  it  expresses.  *  .on  the  desert 
way,  which  leadeth  from  Jerusalem  to  Gaza  ^'.^  If  he 
has  acted  as  negligently  in  regard  to  his  Greek  mauu* 
scripts,  most  of  which  he  had  only  a  short  time  in  his 
hands,  we  must  conclude  that  in  many  of  those  examples, 
in  which  Wetstein  has  tacitly  omitted  what  Mill  had 
quoted,  that  the  fault  is  not  on  the  side  of  Mill,  but  of 
Wetstein. 

To  collate  the  New  Syriac  Version,  Wetstein  took  a 
journey  to  England.  We  are  indebted  to  him  for  the 
pains  which  he  has  taken ;  aod,  as  he  did  not  undertake 
to  give  complete  extracts  from  it,  we  must  be  satisfied 
with  what  he  actually  performed.  But  Ridly  has  ob- 
served, that  even  of  Uiese  extracts,  as  well  from  the  text^ 
as  from  the  margin,  many  are  inaccurate  ^. 

I  have  observed  above,  that  Wetstein's  quotations  from 
the  Vulgate  are  very  incomplete.  It  is  true  that  be  was 
no  friend  to  the  Latin  version;  but  though  be  had  a 
right  to  pass  judgment  upon  a  reading, , after  he  had 
produced  the  evidence  on  both  sides,  yet  impartiality  re- 
quired that  he  should  leave  no  evidence  unheard,  what- 
ever 
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ever  opinion  be  himself  entertained  of  it  He  has  omitted 
the  various  reading  of  the  Vulgate  iwti^q^fny  for  nr^inf  Mo-cy^ 
Acts  V.  3.  though  it  is  noticed  by  many,  even  amon;^  the 
commentators.  Another  bstance  is  Acts  iii.  1 9.  6ir»(  «» 
ixt»0-i  x«f(M,  where  we  find  in  the  Vulgate  ut  cum  vene-^ 
rint  tempora:  the  Greek  manuscript  therefore,  from 
which  that  version  was  made,  must  have  had  i av,  instead 
of  «»^^  Now  if  c«»  were  the  genuine  reading,  it  would 
alter  the  whole  construction ;  for  the  words,  ^  that,  when 
the  times  of  refreshing  are  come,'  would  tlien  form  a 
protasis,  and  the  words  ^  he  shall  send  Jesus  Christ/  the 
apodosis^:  though  this  is  not  the  construction  of  the 
Vulgate,  which  in  this  passage  is  devoid  of  meaning* 
Tertullian  has  '  ut  superveniant;'  the  Latin  version  there- 
fore$  which  he  used,  must  have  been  made  by  a  tt*ans- 
lator,  who  joined  m  to  fAO»ri,  and  read  or«(  «viAOai«-i, 
The  Codex  Cantabrigiensis  has  oir»(  iwoAtavi^^  which  is 
translated  from  the  Latin  superveniant^\  Now  of  these 
readings,  Wetstein  quotes  only  that  of  the  Codex  Can- 
tabrigiensis, though  Mill  has  quoted  ut  cum  from  the 
Vulgate^',  and  ut  from  Tertullian.  The  other  example  is 
1  Cor.  xii.  1  ] .  where  several  authorities  omit  %hf,.  Now 
it  is  true,  that  Wetstein  has  taked  notice  ^  the  omi^ 
aion ;  but  he  has  neglected  to  mention  that  among  thete 
authorities  are  the  Syriac  and  the  Vulgate  ^^  This 
neglect  is  the  more  inexcusable,  as  it  is  not  only  men- 
tioned by  Mill  and  Bengel,  but  Wetstein  himself  quotes 
Beza  as  having  approved  of  the  omission  of  i^if ;  and 
fieza,  in  the  note,  to  which  he  alludes,  says  Vetus  inter- 
pres  non  legit,  ut  nee  Syrus  nee  Arabs  interpres,  ut  mihi 
plane  videatur  horum  duorum  lAft  et  UMry  unum  esse 
alterius  glossema. 

Of  Wetstein  s  imperfect  extracts  from  the  Arabic  and 

Ethiopic 

*  K«ft  before  avorttXii  would  make  the  apodo8i8,and  be  a  Hebraism; 
MTiff,  fflv  iXO«o-«  uai^i  ata^itv^  aw  m^tn^  T«r  lC»psv,  xai  (tarn) 
Mr95-fiX<i,  &c.^.  It  is  true  that  this  reading  is  attended  with  gram- 
matical difficulties,  and  I  do  not  bielieve  that  it  is  th«  true  reading; 
jtt  it  deserved  to  be  noted,  as  it  is  not  impossible  that  ia»  might  ba 
Ibond  in  Greek  maouscripta,  if  they  were  accurately  examined. 

Vol.  II,  Hh 
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£diidt>ib  ver8ion8y>  bind  of  his  neglecting  to  quote  from  the 
Armenkm  version  the  remarkaUe  neading  in  Acts  vi.  9. 
^hich  I  mentioned  ch.  vii.  §  20.  I  take  no  notice,  be« 
thxS&t  Wfetstein  did  ncft  collate  these  versions  himself. 
S^  his  Prolegomena,  p.  111.  and  Vol.  II.  p.  454. 
'   But  I  cannot  pass  over  an  example^  in  which  Wetsflstn 
has  not  only  neglected  to  quote  what  Erasmus  had  asserted 
of  some  Latin  manuscripts,  but  has  quoted  the  Syriao 
version  inaccurately,  though  it  is  a  passage  whidi  paili- 
tularly  deserves  the  attention  of  a  critic.  It  is  Acts  vii.  43, 
wbere^  the  martyr  Stephen  quotes  from  the  prophet  Amoi 
prreurw  v/ubft<  crixfiMi  B«OuXii^*f,  a  reading,  which  diflfera 
both  from  the  Ilebnew  and  the  Septuagint    Now  Eras-* 
mus,  in  his  note  to  this  passage,  says,  in  nonnuUis  exem- 
pkribus  reperi  mutatum  trans  in  in.    Wetstein  has  takea 
no  notice  of  this,  which  however  is  not  a  very  matieiii^ 
fault,  because  the  printed  editions  of  the  Vulgate  have 
trans ;  and  it  shews  only  that  Wetstein's  extracts  from 
Erasmus  are  incomplete.    In  the  same  place  he  likewisi^ 
neglects  to  mention  what  M91  had  quoted  from  the 
Ethiopic  version,  and  Wecfael's  edition ;  in  the  former  of 
which  the  whole  reading  is  omitted,  and  in  the  lattto*,  idx 
't?rfxt^«  Ba6vx«y»f ,  is  ^iroccMrA  Aa/uboctf^ii  ^^.   And  instead  of 
quoting  these  authorities,  which  he  ou^t  not  to  have 
neglected,  *he  has  quoted  the  Syriac  version,  which  be 
'ought  to  have  omitted,  because  it  does  not  differ  from 
the  common  Greek.    The  Syriac  is  \k)^  ^  VioJi,  which 
^exactly  corresponds  to  urixHm  B«Cux»iro( :  but  Welstein 
iti  his  hurry  observed  only  ^  overlookitig  the  important 
word,  Woi^,  which  entirely  alteins  the  sense,  and  has  quoted 
tx  as  the  readitig  of  the  Syriac  ^.     And  as  be  has  (j^ted 
the  same  reading  from  the  New  Syriac,  it  is  probable 
that  he  is  equally  mistaken  in  regard  to  ihat  version. 
This  is  the  man,  whose  diligence  and  accuracy  has  been 
80  extolled,  that,  when  I  took  the  liberty,  in  reviewing 
his  Greek  Testament  iti  the  Rektiones  de  libris  novts, 
to  censure  his  explanation  of  several  pa^age^  especiailfy 
of  such  as  relate  to  the  Divinity  of  Chrsit,  his  frieads 
were  extremely  offended^  and  ohaUeoged  vie  to  pro<jliioe 
6  ;a  single 
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a  ringle  critical  misteki^.  I  c^nft^ssi .  tbjat  9.1  ihfiX  tiqae  I 
bad  00  idea  of  their  beiog  so  DumerQUi? ;  nor  did  I  call  \x\ 
question  the  accuracy  of  bis  varioua  foldings,  tjili  \  ha4 
dbooyared  ao  juany  oxacoples  of  iiegligenc.ej  which  bavi^ 
presented  themselves  unsought  ^^. 

The  same  negligence  is  cdbiservoJi)]^  in  Wotst^ii^V^  quQ^r 
tations  from  the  faidiers.  I  would  not  insist  thf^  %  ^-> 
lector  of  various  readings  should  p^s  oyer  ppn#i  Jl^at  af^ 
found  in  the  works  of  the  fathers  :  but  we  may  reason- 
ably expect,  that  he  should  omit  none,  which  his  pre- 
decessors haye  already  quoted,  when  their  quotations  are 
fu:purate;  and  that  i\e  should  gjive  complete  extracts 
from  the  worjcs  of  suich  futhers  as  haye  commented  ori 
^bple  boojks  of  jth.e  N,ew  Testaw^t.  But  Wetat^in 
has  done  neiliier;  and  QV:en  from  .the  .<QQmn;Lentary  of 
Thepphylact  on  the  Acts  of  fhe  Apos.tles,  >\l^ich  ^le 
boasts  (Vol.  II.  p.  454-)  of  having  accuraAe^ly  i:gii»i^^ 
he  g^ves  very  imperfect  extracts*  This  was  observed  by 
£mesti,  p.  8,  0*  of  his  Specimen  castigationum  in  Wet- 
j^tenii  Novum  Testamentum'.  ^  can  speak  like wi3e  ^oifi) 
nay  own  experience ;  for  having  had  occasion  to  collate 
&e  text  of  Theophylact,  when  I  read  lectures  on .  the 
Acts  of  the  Apostles,  I  compared  it  vPith  the  extnacts 
which  had   been  given  by  Wetstein,  and  found  them 

exti;em^ly 

'  .4^^.i.  18.  Qou  notavit,  digaiun .autem  era!  notatu,  Laurentiuno 
SifaDaqi  ^  Theophylactum  in  A^iaio  margiue.^otarey.antiquissiinuni 
^xep}pliiai,quo  W3»  Bit,pro#VM«0'i  habuUse  a^xm-i,  quod  est  a  ^atu^ftr, 
JbQDo.verbo.ar* A .tqai  in  Prulegpmenis  ad  Acta,  Pv454*  diserte  tradit 
illod  Tbeophylacti  exemplum,  quod  per  Sifapuzn  Colonise  curatum 
est,  cum  editione  recepta  accurate  se  contulisse. — Cap*  ii.  9.  cnmme« 
morat  conjectnras  Erasmi  Schmidii,  aliorumque  recentiorum  nomen 
hAneu  tentantiunu  Quid  erat,  quare  negligeret  Tertulliani  et  Augus- 
dni  iectionem,  '  Armenian]/  quum  non  ut  de  conjectura,  sed  ut  e 
Jiiiris  hansUttn  ppnpnt,  dudum  MilHo  et  Bengelio  notatam?  Quare 
AOO  l¥^Mw  abesse  in  ej^emplaribus  Tbeopbylacti?— Cap.  xv.  10.  ad 
verba  9V9  «v  t«  vii^o^iti  Sio»^  tradit  BeEse  et  Bengelio  placere  vocem 
5i«v  omitti.  Quanto  gravior  futura  erat  Hieronymi  nequamquam 
iacenda  anctoiitas,  qui  boc  ipsum  verbum  in  Comment,  in  Epist.  ad  I 

Galat.  V.  i.  omittit,  ita  verba  citans^  ^  quid  tentatis,  iuquit,  juguni  * 

IxDpoDere?'  quod  notatum  Bengelio  supina  negUgantia  prsetermis* 
sum  est. 
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extremely  defective.  In  the  seven  first  chapters  alone  I 
have  remarked  thirty-two  readings,  which  Wetstein  has 
omitted:  he  has  therefore  omitted  nearly  as  many  as 
he  has  quoted.  That  my  readers  may  not  suppose  that 
these  tlurty-two  readings  relate  merely  to  trifles,  I  will 
mention  a  few  examples  in  the  note':  and  it  is  cer- 
tain that  Wetstein  himself  considered  the  greatest  part 
of  them  as  important,  appears  from  the  circumstance, 

that 

*  Ch.  ii.  35.  In  the  text  of  Theophylact  is  is  Jif  iaw  /im  in*,  the 
tame  reading  as  is  found  in  the  Greek  Testament :  but  Sifanns  has 
observed  in  bis  note  to  this  passage,  that  Theophylact  explains  it  in 
his  commentary,  as  if  he  had  read  not  mv  but  im^* 

Ch.  iv.  1.  Theophylact  has  r^re<  nr  iifv,  instead  of  the  common 
reading,  txmmy^  ru  iifv.    This  is  unnoticed  by  Wetstein  ^«. 

Ch.  vii.  4«  Wetstein  has  thought  proper  to  quote,  from  the  Com- 
plutensian  edition,  and  from  several  manuscripts,  a  reading  that  ia 
really  a  grammatical  error,  namely  /uryxn^y".  It  is  a  reading  which 
gives  no  sense,  if  it  be  followed  by  arrtv :  yet  Wetstein  has  neglected 
to  mention  that  avm  is  wanting  in  some  documents,  though  it  was 
observed  by  Camerarius.  But  what  I  have  to  observe  at  present  is, 
that  Theophylact  has  fAtr^iatatf  without  avrn^  a  reading  which  is  per* 
fectly  clear  and  accurate,  yet  omitted  by  Wetstein. 

Ch.  vii.  5.  instead  of  the  common  reading,  mm  r^  ^wimmti,  Theo« 
phylact  has  «»*  r%  ^vi^fui,  which  totally  alters  the  sei&e^. 

Ch.  vii.  6.  our  common  editions  have  mm  Hkhowv  «vt»,  nm  ntuunamaiw^ 
where  there  are  only  two  verbs ;  but  in  the  corresponding  passage  of 
the  Septoagint,  Gen.  xv.  13.  there  are  three  verbs,  nmtMMMmowi't  avn, 
xai  hi>Mffnanr  avm^f  K«*  rawtwmffnaif  aprvf.  Theophylact  found  like* 
wise  three  veibs  in  his  Copy  of  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles,  though  they 
are  different  from  those  in  the  Septuagint,  tm$  J^w^tiny  «vTt,  nm 
4pa^aJW0V0'i»  AVTo,  sum  nanmcHan, 

Wetstein  is  equally  negligent  in  his  quotations  from  Theophylact 
in  the  other  books  of  the  New  Testament. 

1  Cor.  vii.  16.  « ftq  is  a  various  reading  to  ti  lun*  This  is  noted  bv 
Wetstein,  but  he  has  not  quoted  Theophylact,  though  the  Greek 
father  is  very  diffuse  in  his  account  of  it.  It  is  tree  that  he  rejects 
it  as  spurious,  as  Mill  has  observed  **. 

1  Cor.  viii.  11.  Theophylact  observes  expressly,  that  Chrysostom 
has  sirs  rii  fifm^u^  instead  of  the  common  reading  ivi  Tf  ynfnh.  It  is 
•noted  by  Mill  and  Bengel,  but  omitted  by  Wetstein,  though  the  read* 
ing  is  ancient,  important,  and  certainly  quoted  by  Chrysostoni  "• 
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that  he  has  quoted  them  from  other  documents.  Wet-^ 
stein's  negligence  is  here  the  more  inexcusable,  as  Sifanus 
has  noted  in  the  margin  those  passages  which  differ  from 
the  common  text  of  the  Greek  Testament  If  then  he 
was  so  negligent,  where  It  was  so  easy  to  discover  varia* 
tious,  what  must  we  expect  of  his  extracts  from  Greek 
manuscripts  ? 

Wetstdn^s  extracts  from  printed  editions  of  the  Greek 
Testament  I  have  never  examined,  except  that  I  have 
consulted  the  Complutensian  edition  for  those  readings, 
which  Saubert  quotes  from  the  Codex  Ravianus.  Of 
these  I  have  discovered  six  that  are  omitted  by  Wetstein : 
four  of  them  relate  indeed  to  trifles  of  grammar  only, 
but  the  other  two  relate  to  the  transposition  of  wonda, 
of  which  Wetstein  has  generally  taken  notice.  I  have 
already  observed  that  his  extracts  from  the  Geneva  edi- 
tion of  1620  are  very  imperfect,  and  in  ten  examples 
totally  fisdse :  but  I  will  not  consider  this  as  a  very  ma<- 
terial  fault,  as  the  edition  of  Geneva  is  not  one  of  the 
principal  editions  of  the  Greek  Testament,  and  was  per- 
haps for  that  reason  less  accurately  collated  by  Wetstein. 

Of  Wetstein's  extracts  from  Greek  manuscripts,  which 
he  alone  has  collated,  or  which  he  has  more  fully  collated 
than  his  predecessors,  J  am  unable  to  judge,  because 
I  have  not  access  to  the  manuscripts  themselves.  But  if 
we  may  judge  from  the  examples  that  have  been  given 
from  the  Syriac  version  and  Theophylact,  we  shall  not 
conclude  that  all  his  quotations  are  accurate,  especially 
from  manuscripts  which  he  collated  only  once,  nor  accuse 
Mill  of  inaccuracy,  where  he  has  quoted  readings  that 
Wetstein  has  totally  omitted. 

Thus  far  I  had  written  in  the  edition  of  1765.  Since 
that  time  several  Paris  manuscripts  have  been  again  con- 
sulted, either  in  single  pages,  or  smgle  books.  The  re- 
sult of  these  inquiries  I  have  given  in  the  Orient.  Bibl. 
to  which  I  refer  my  readers  for  farther  information  *.  Of 
the  Codex  Coislianus  199,  Wetstein  says,  contuli  qua 
potui  diligentia :   yet  Professor  Storr  found  in  the  four 

chapters 

?  Sec  Vol.  IV.  p.  196/  VoLVI.p.7.    VqU  IX.  N'lsi". 
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ehapters  of  the  book  of  Rereiatioo^  hit  less  daih  sfe^en^ 
teen  rarious  readings,  that  Wetsteki  bad  oveiioaked^ 
Trescfaow  has  liketirise  produced  exampled  in  his  Ten*^ 
tamen,  p.  15,  16. ;  but  at  the  same  time  be  apologizes 
for  Wetstein.  Dr.  Less  found  the  matiusctiptSy  which 
be  ekamined^  to  have  been  accurately  collated  bj 
Wetstein. 

But  a  circumstance  remains  to  be  mendoned,  which 
renders  Wetstein's  quotations  extremely  uncertain.  li 
is  possible  that  Wetstein  was  not  sufficiently  accurate  in 
Aitanging  bis  quotations  from  mailuscripts,  and  other 
docuthents,  in  proper  order^  and  that  be  placed  in  oite 
line,  references  which  belonged  tx>  anbtfaer,  k  mistake 
w'hich  might  easily  have  happened  in  spit^  of  the  nlnlodt 
tare,  where  references  ex^d  made  by  figures  ^  It  is  like^ 
wise  possible  that  he  was  not  sufiideritly  accurate  in  cor- 
recting the  work^  as  it  went  through  the  prtess :  and  if 
^e  errors  of  the  compositX)r  remained  uncorrected,  ih  k 
publication  like  that  of  Wetstein's  Greek  Testkm^t^  thfe 
reader  is  led  into  mistakes,  which  it  is  jnot  in  bis  power 
to  amend.  In  otlier  workis,  the  errors  of  the  press,  though 
they  are  certainly  defects,  moy  be  detected  from  the  ge- 
neral connection;  and  it  is  possible  thiat  several  erratk 
xnay  be  found  in  this  Introduction^  as  I  have  not  had 
Sufficient  time  to  connect  my  own  publications  *^  N6^ 
that  Sufficient  care  was  not  bestowed  on  the  correctkm 
of  Wetstein's  Greek  Testament,  is  evident  from  the  inac- 
curacy even  of  the  text  itself,  where  it  Was  infinitely 
easier  to  detect  errors,  than  among  the  various  readings. 
At  the  beginning  of  the  Acts  of  the  Aposttes,  the  ad- 
dress »  Gfo^^Xe  is  omitted:  and  in  the  Prolegomena  he 
ascribes  wrong  figures  to  his  manuscripts,  so  that  it  is 
difficult  sometimes  to  ascertain  his  nieaning\  What 
then  must  we  expect  in  the  references  among  the  various 
readings  ?  which  amount  to  above  a  million,  and  where 

the 

"  I  havQ  taken  notice  of  an  erratum  of  this  kind,  where  2P  is  printed 
for  31,  in  the  sixth  section  of  the  Chapter  relating  to  the  manuscripts 
of  the  Greek  Testament,  N"  90. 

»  Sec  the  Kote  to  N'  61.  ch.  viii.  §  6. 6f  thia  InttoducOoh*. 
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^  eyes  l^ld  the  p^tienqe  of  the  mo^t  diligent  corrector 
Quist  soon  be  wearied.  Besides,  Wetstein  has  increased 
ti)e  diffiqilty,  by  quotioe  hi^  iiaanuspripta,  not  by  abbre- 
viatioos^  w  Mill  had  uooe,  but  by  figures ;  and  even 
the^e  are  different,  in  the  different  parts  of  hid  Gree^ 
Testament.  The  following,  are  instances  of  inaccuracy, 
Mfhich  have  occurred  to  me  in  the  course  of  my  reading. 
Acta  i.  26.  the  article  i  is  omitted  in  the  text  before 
9(KmH,  and  ch.  vii.  39.  uj(*«)9  is  faUely  printed  for  hi^^m  ; 
mistakie^f  which  create  confusion  iii  the  vpripus  r^adingii 
to  those  words  '^t  Acts  v*  24.  thiere  is  a  reference  amopg 
the  various  ref^di^gp,  which  belongs  to  a  different  place* 

WetStein'p  quotation  is  0  rf  i^fuf  xai  0  rf  arfiyo;  Td  Iff f^ 
xit»  •»  ^no^i^^  ^^  ^X'^f^^f  ^^'  ^  rfATfiyof  m  ufu.     Vers« 

Syr.  2  Macci^.  iji.  22.  Now  the  referenc;^  2  Macyab. 
iii.  92.  beloogs  to  the  23  ^  verse,  and  shoi]|id  have  beeiji 
noted  not  among  the  various  readings,  but  i^  the  npte^ 
at  the  bottom  of  the  page.  For  in  the  23^  vers^  i^ 
used  the  pxpression  xixXf  10/41^01'  iv  -vob^  o^^fctXufjXo  which 
Wetstein  meant  to  produce  a  similar  expression  from  thp 
second  bQo)^!  of  the  Maccabees,  namely,  iietfoiMtnrti^ 
/Mra  vctfnt  aTfm?a^»g.  Acts  vii.  29.  the  common  read- 
ing IS  iv  iyijfpng-tp  mm  'v« :  but  as  a  various  reading  to  iy, 
Wetstdn  quotes  x«i,  from  his  Codex  28.  Now  th^ 
must  be  an  error  of  the  press,  for  Codex  28  is  the  Sinf^i- 
ticus,  9hich  Mill  has  npt  quoted  for  this  reading:  bat 
he  quotes  the  Codex  Covelli  3,  which  is  Wetstein  s  Co- 
dex 26.  And  w^  cannot  suppose  that  the  &ult  is  on  the 
aide  of  Mill,  from  whom  Wetstein  has  borrowed  bis  ex.- 
tracts  from  these  tfvo  manuscripts,  as  appears  from  hjs 
own  words;  for  he  sftyjst  only  that  he  s^w  them,  and 
majces  no  -  meption  qf  having  collated  them :  \  jstos  co- 
dices vidi  anno  1714  et  1710 'V 

These  inaccqracies  liave  been  very  materially  pug- 
meoted  by  Wetstein's  mode  oif  notation,  who  substi- 
tuted letters  AQd  %jres  to  the  abl^reviatipns  which  ^  had 
been  «i9ed  ^y  Mill,  ^ow  if  ^n  abbrevi^ion  occurs 
above  a  thoqs^d  Mqies,  and  each  time  a  certain  figure 
18  to  be  written  for  it,  it  is  alqaost  ^po$u^jlji)le  to  avo^ 
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sometimes  writing  wrong :  even  if  Wetstein  had  made 
no  mistakes  in  writing,  it  was  almost  impossible  for  the 
compositor  to  avoid  them  in  printing;  and  errata  in 
figures,  where  tBe  eye  only  can  be  employed,  are  ex- 
tremely difficult  to  detect^.  Lastly,  the  alterations 
which  Wetstein  made  in  the  classificattQn  of  his  manu- 
scripts must  have  been  a  source  of  numerous  errors : 
for  as  he  denoted  his  manuscripts,  in  the  second  edition 
of  his  Prolegomena,  by  marks  different  from  those,  which 
he  had  used  in  the  first,  he  was  of  course  obliged  to  alter 
all  his  references,  and  to  translate  as  it  were  from  figures 
into  figures ;  but  this  is  an  undertaking  of  such  a  nature, 
that  (every  man,  who  is  not  a  bare  machine  for  reckoning, 
must  unavoidably  fail.  We  may  reasonably  condude, 
therefore,  as  Wetstein  was  so  inaccurate  in  cases  where 
he  was  less  exposed  to  the  danger  of  mistake,  that  the 
number  of  errors,  which  arose  from  this  transformation, 
is  very  material  ^. 

There  are  other  inconveniencies,  to  which  the  reader 
is  exposed  by  Wetstein's  method  of  noting  his  manu- 
scripts.    Figures,  especially  if  they  are  numerous,  are 
'more  difficult  to  retain  in  the  memory,   than   names. 
When  I  hear  of  a  Codex  Rhodiensis,  I  have  some  deter- 
minate idea  of  a  manuscript  of  the  Greek  Testament; 
but  the  title  Codex  50  excites  in  me  no.  idea  whatsoever. 
Few  persons  perhaps  have  used  Wetstein's  Greek  Testa- 
ment more  than  myself,  yet,  after  a  lapse  of  above  thirty 
years,   I  am  hardly  able  to  decypher  a  dozen  manu* 
scripts  without  having  recourse  to  the  Index  :   and,  bow- 
ever  bad  my  memory  may  be,  I  will  venture  to  assert, 
that  no  man  whatsoever  is  able  to  retain  all  the  marks^ 
which  Wetstein  has  used  to  deiiote  his  manuscripts.  Aud 
to  make  the  difficulty  still  greater^  he  has  used  a  four^ 
Jbld  notation,  so  that  the  same  number,  which  denotes 
a  manuscript  in  one  part,  does  not  denote  it  in  another. 

For  instance,  the  Codex  Leicestrensis  is<lenoted  in  the 
first  part  by,  the  number  69,  in  the  second  part  by  37, 
in  the  third  by  31,  in  the  fourth  by  14.  Again,  the 
figure  15  denotes  in  the  first  pait  the  Codex  Regius 

2868, 
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2868,  or  Kusteri  Parisiensis  8 ;  in  the  second  part  the 
flame  figure  denotes  the  Codex  Amandi,  in  the  third  the 
Coislinianus  25,  and  in  the  fourth  the  Fragmentum  fia- 
aikeiifle  '^  It  is  surely  beyond  the  power  of  human  me- 
mory to  retain  the  whole  of  this  complicated  notation ; 
and  we  are  reduced  to  the  necessity,  either  of  consulting 
the  index,  in  order  to  know  the  meaning  of  each  quo* 
tation,  or  to  content  ourselves  with  being  informed  of 
the  nmnber,  without  knowing  the  quality  of  the  quoted 
manuscripts  ^*. 

Yet,  after  having  weighed  the  numerous  defects  of 
Wetstein  s  Greek  Testament  with  its  numerous  excel- 
lencies, we  may  pronounce  it  an  edition  of  such  import- 
ance,  as  to  be  indispensable  to  every  man,  who  is  en- 
gaged in  sacred  criticism. '^  It  deserves  to  be  revised,  in 
order  to  correct  its  errors,  and  supply  its  deficiencies : 
but,  as  this  would  be  an  undertaking  too  great  for  any 
one  man,  it  were  tb  be  wished  that  those  who  have 
access  to  libraries,  would  collate  again  the  several  manu- 
scripts which  Wetstein  has  quoted.  The  copy  of  Wet- 
stein's  Greek  Testament,  which  is  in  my  possession,  I 
have  endeavoured  to  make  as  complete  as  possible,  for 
the  service  of  posterity.  The  principal  additions,  which 
I  have  made  to  it,  are  the  following : 

a)  Extracts  from  the  Codex  Molsheimensis,  Guel- 
pberbytanus  A  and  B,  and  the  Codex  Ravianus  in  the 
Gospel  of  St  Matthew. 

b)  Extracts  from  the  Gothic  version  of  Ulphilas  in 
the  four  Gospels,  according  to  tlie  corrections  which 
have  been  made  by  Ihre :  also  from  the  fragments  of  the 
Gothic  version  of  the  epistle  to  the  Romans. 

c)  Extracts  from  the  Latin  versions,  published  by 
filanchini,  especially  in  the  Gospel  of  St.  Mark. 

d)  Extracts  from  the  Syriac  version,  and  the  Arabic 
Tersion,  which  was  made  from  it,  especially  in  the  Gospel 
of  St.  Mark,  and  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles. 

e)  Extracts  from  Theophylact,  in  the  Act^  of  the 
ApostleSb 

f)  Extracts 
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/)  Extracts  from  the  Geneva  edkioa  of  i6ao,  com* 
municatad  to  me  by  Schmidt 

These  extracts  I  had  writlea  in  tiie  margin  of  Wet^ 
steid's  Greek  Testaqient,  when  I  puUishfid  the  iccoiid 
edition  of  this  Introduction  in  1 765.  Since  that  time  I 
liave  made  many  imp(Hlant  additions,  which  woukL  be 
too  great  a  trespass  on  the  time  of  the  reader  to  rdate. 

16.  Father  Goldbagen  published  at  Mayntz,  in  1753, 
an  edition  of  the  Greek  Testament,  which  I  mention  in 
this  catalogue,  because  he  subjoined  some  readings  from 
the  Molsbeim  manuscript.  Dr.  Semler,  in  bis  ^  Minute 
examination  of  the  bad  state  of  the  text  t)i  the  Complu- 
tensian  Greek  Testamint»'  has  given  a  collation  of  the 
Complutensian  with  Goldhagens  edition.  ¥tom  what 
edition  this  editor  took  his  text,  I  have  never  been  ahle 
to  discover  ^. 

1 7.  Dr.  John  James  Griesbach's  edition  of  the  Ginak 
Testament  was  first  printed  in  the  year  1775.  Smoe 
tiiat  time  it  has  been  re-printed'^;  and  in  1785  he 
printed  the  first  volume  of  his.Symbolfli  cridcas  ad  supr 
plendas  et  corrigendas  variarum,  N.  T.  lectionum  collos- 
tiones  :  a  work  which  is  necessaiy  for  .emery  man,  who 
•uses  his  Greek  Testament.  This,  ttlition  is  diiefly  an  er- 
tract  firom  that  of  Wetstein,  whose  numbers  and  figujees, 
^sed  to  denote  the  manuscripts,  are  retained  by  Gries- 
bacb.  But  he  has  likewise  made  very  con»derable  ad- 
ditions, which  consist  partly  in  extracts  from  maBuscripts» 
which  he  collated  on  his  travels;  partly  in  those  read* 
ings,  which  were  written  by  Mill  in  the  margin  of  his 
Greek  Testament,  and  were  copied  .by  Griesbach ;  partly 
in  extracts  from  tbe  worics  of  Origen,  which  he  has 
made  his  principal  study,  and  has. collated  more  accu- 
rately, than  any  of  his  predecessors.  The  manuscripts 
which  he  has  collated,  at  least  30  many  of  them  as  he 
has  described  in  his  Symbolae  critic®,  I  have  noticed 
ch.  viii.  ^  6.  •  He  has  also  quoted  extracts  Aam  mana* 
scripts,,  which  had  been  lately  collated  by  other  critics, 
for  instance,  by  Treschow  ^.  This  edition,  which  is  of 
a  very  cogveuient  and  portable  size,  is  that  which  is 

principally 
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prindpotty  used  by  the,  studeats  ia  oor  UoiveriilieB:  j( 
is  at  the  same  time  «n  edition^  with  which  no  l?tofesBoi 
can  dispose,  dioti^  every  man,  who  makes  a  profits-* 
sion  of  literature>  would  wish  to  see  an  edition  by  the 
same  editor,  in  which  no  various  readily  is  omitted^ 
which  had  been  accurately  quoted  by  Wetstdn.  It  ia 
true,  tlkat  in  consequence  of  many  cmiissions  that  have 
been  made  by  Griesbaeb,  his  book  has  become  mons 
convenient  and  portable,  and  is  therefore  admirably 
adapted  to  the  use  of  students.  And  it  was  certainly 
Ins  design  to  omit  only  such  readings  as  appeared  to 
him  to  be  of  little  or  no  importance  :  but  as  this  is  mere 
matter  oi  opinion,  and  one  critic  may  consider  a  reading 
as  important,  which  appears  trifling  to  another,  we  can^^ 
not  consider  Griesbach's  as  the  principal  edition,  but 
m6s(t  also  have  recourse  to  that  of  W^tein.  The  fol* 
lowing  are  etampies  of  various  readings,  quoted  by  Wet- 
slmi^  but  omitted  by  Griesbach :  Matth.  ii.  6.  mr  !«'- 
i^Mfj  a  leading  which  is  sdpported  by  ancient  evideno^ 
and  by  some  critics  preferred  to  the  common  reading 
though  I  believe  it  to  be  nothing  more  than  a  correc- 
tion: Matth*  v.  46.  i^HKot:  Matth.  xxi.  41.  the  omis^ 
sion  of  k%Yt€ip  atvTfti,  which  material^  alters  the  sense : 
Matth.  xxvii.  60.  the  omission  of  «vr«,  which  entirely 
alters  the  sense :  and  of  h,  Matth.  xxviii.  1 .  He  has 
likewise  neglected  to  note  the  addition  of  x«i  tsrv^i,  Mark 
i.  8.  and  in  the  whole  M  this  Gospel,  where  bAb^^  has 
been  quoted  as  a  various  readmg  in  addition  to  the 
common  text,  he  has  generally  left  it  out  '^ ;  yet  as 
wul^t^  seems  to  have  been  a  6ivourite  particle  with  St. 
Mark,  it  is  reasonable  to  suppose  that  in  all  cases  it  was 
used  by  ibe  author,  not  added  by  a  transcriber.  Mark 
iv.  22.  be  4ias  omitted  »  /ah,  a  various  reading  to  axx«, 
which,  beside  the  Authorities  quoted  by  WetsHein,  (some 
of  which  however  are  not  just)  is  supported  by  the  eri<- 
dence  of  tb^  Cod.  Brixiensis,  and  Veronensis^**.  M^rk 
vi.  8.  he  has  neglected  to  quote  /M«im»  for  fnmv^  ch.  ix.  "2. 
arayci  for  *irdtf  ffti,  both  of  them  indeed  the  correction 
of  a  <X)pym ;  and  ch.  :x.  17.  Ilie  i^atious  readings  to 
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yowwtm^Af  avroifj  which  may  be  still  augmented  from 
the  Latin  versions.     Luke  iii.  i .  he  has  not  noted  the 
omission  of  Ttr(ag)(<»^oi,  a  reading  of  which  I  took  notice 
ch.  viii.  §  6.  N""  207,  and* which  seems  to  be  spurious: 
at  least  the  narrative  of  St.  Luke  is  more  agreeable  to 
the  Jewish '  history,  if  it  is  left  out  ^.     Luke  t.  29.  he 
has  omitted  the  various  reading  amxufAcyof,  and  ch.  xi. 
3.  ^nfAtfQVf  a  various  reading  to  ro  )uk5*  nf^tfav ;  but  I  ac- 
knowledge that  the  former  is  a  mere  correction,  and  the 
latter  an  interpolation  from  St.  Matthew.  Lui^  xv.  1 5. 
he  has  omitted  to  quote  ay^oy,*a  various  reading  to  ^yf^K^ 
which  being  supported  by  the  authority  of  one  manu- 
script only,  quoted  by  Wetstein,  might  appear  unworthy 
of  notice ;  but  it  is  authenticated  by  other  ancient  and 
important  evidence '''''.     In  the  &ame  verse  he  has  not 
observed  the  omission  of  avm,  though  this>  as  well  as  the 
former  reading,  has  some  influence  on  the  explanation 
of  the  passage..  He  has  likewise  omitted  the^ reading  fyxa- 
xfiy  for  cxxaxfiy,  Luke  xviii.  1.;  oyo^an  for  oi^Mtrii  xxiL 
20.;  and  Afyo»TK  for  xtymatj  xxiv.  3.  a  very  important 
reading,  which  alters  the  whole  sense.     Lastly,  he  has 
n^lected  to  note  the  reading  inwif^  ym/^iPM^  John  xiiL 
2.  which  is  of  such  importance,  that  it   removes  the 
whole  difficulty,  with  which  the  passage  is  cftherwise 
attended.     See  what  I  have  said  on  this  subject,  ch.  viii 
§  6,  N""  207.     The  examples,  which  I  have  here  pro- 
duced, are  not  all  of  equal  importance,  but  they  are 
such  as  most  critics  would  expect  to  find  in  a  collec- 
tion of  various  readings.    But  as  different  persons  exa- 
mine the  same  subject  from  different  points  of  view,  it 
necessarily  follows,  that  what  appears  important  to  one, 
will  sometimes  appear  unimportant  to  another  *'''. 

It  may  be  also  mentioned,  that  there  are  many  other 
various  readings  of  great  importance»  which  are  not  con- 
tained in  Griesbach  s  edition.  The  readings,  to  which 
I  now  allude,  are  such  as  are  not  to  be  found  in  Wetstein  ; 
and  Griesbach  himself  has  not  examined  all  the  docu* 
ments,  which  are  known  at  present,  not  even  the  Latin 
versions  ^''*.  But  as  no  one  can  be  expected  to  perform 
more  than  he  has  promised,  the  foregoing  observation 

impU 
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implies  only  that  Griesbach's  edition  has  not  exhausted 
all  the  critical  sources,  to  which  we  have  access ;  and 
that  we  must  live  in  hopes  of  a  more  perfect  edition, 
which  I  could  wish  to  see  from  the  same  hand  ''''. 

As  Griesbach  has  collated  the  writings  of  Origen  more 
accurately  than  any  of  his  predecessors,  and  yet  has  neg- 
lected to  quote  him  in  many  instances,  where  the  Greek 
father  is  quoted  by  Wetstein,  I  wish  that  he  would  pub- 
Ibh  a  catalogue  of  those  readings,  which  his  predecessors 
bad  quoted  falsely,  or,  which  would  be  still  more  ad- 
vantageous, his  extracts  from  Origen  entire.  This  might 
be  done  in  his  Symbols,  and  would  remove  those 
doubts,  which  necessarily  arise,  where  Origen  is  quoted 
by  Wetstein,  but  not  by  Griesbach. 

i8.  Christian  Frederic  Mattl)ai,  Professor  formerly 
in  Moscow,  at  present  in  Wittenberg,  has  published  the 
Greek  Testament,  with  various  readings  taken  from 
Moscow  manuscripts  '"^ ;  to  which  he  has  added  the 
I<atin  Vulgate  copied  from  a  Demidovian  manuscript, 
many  critical  remarks,  Greek  Scholia,  and  copper*plates 
representing  the  characters  of  his  Greek  manuscripts. 
He  published  the  seven  catholic  epistles  in  1782,  also 
the  Acts  of  the  Apostles,  the  epistle  to  the  Romans, 
with  those  to  Titus  and  Philemon  in  1782,  the  two 
epistles  to  the  Corinthians  in  1783,  those  to  the  Ga- 
latians,  Ephesians,  and  Philippians  in  1784,  the  epistles 
to  the  Thessalonians  and  Timothy  in  1 785,  and  in  the 
same  year  the  Revelation  of  St.  John.  The  Gospels  of 
St.  Luke  and  St.  John  were  published  in  1786.  The 
books  which  remain  to  be  published,  appear  from  those 
which  I  have  here  enumerated  *°^. 

Matthai  has  made  his  collection  of  various  readings 
<vith  great  labour  and  diligence ;  he  found  in  his  manu- 
scripts a  confirmation  of  many  readings,  which  I  should 
have  hardly  expected,  because  they  are  the  readings  of 
manuscripts  of  a  different  kind,  and  of  a  different  coun- 
try from  those  which  he  used :  nay,  even  those  of  the 
Western  edition,  of  which  he  speaks  with  the  utmost 
contempt,  he  has  corroborated  by  the  evidence  of  his 
Moscow  manuscripts^  This  edition  is  absolutely  necessary 

for 
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fir  every  hian,  who  is  engaged  in  die  criticism  of 
the  Greek  Testament.  But  it  is  to  be  lamented  that 
the  editor  lias  augmented  the  price  of  it  by  several  un* 
necessary  additionsi  particularly  by  the  addition  of  the 
Latin  Vulgate,  of  which  we  have  much  better  copies 
than  the  ]Demidovian  manuscript  in  Russia.  It  would 
barve  been  better  if  the  various  readings  had  been  printed 
alone^  which  would  have  taken  up  a  much  smaller  com- 
pass, and  have  been  suflkient  for  the  purpose.  In  his 
notes  he  has  made  many  valuable  observations,  especially 
in  regard  to  the  Lectionaria ;  but  I  am  of  a  very  difib- 
rent  opinion  from  him  in  regard  to  the  choice  of  read- 
ings. The  ancient  manuscripts  of  the  Western  edition, 
which  others  so  highly  extol,  he  describes  as  unworthy 
of  notice :  he  calls  it  scurrilis  editio,  and  he  can  hardly 
speak  of  it  wit^ut  losing  his  temper.  Whoever  wishes 
to  have  more  information  on  this  subject,  may  consult 
the  Orient  Bibl.  Vol.  XX.  N'  296.  I  shall  r^in  the 
opinion,  which  I  there  advanced,  that  Matthai,  when 
he  b^n  the  work,  was  at  least  an  age  behind  ^e  rest 
of  Germany  in  the  knowledge  of  sacred  criticism^ 


SECT.    II. 


Three  positions,  necessary^  to  b^  observed  in  regard  to  the 
printed  editions  of  the  Greek  Testament* 

'TT  H  O  S  E  who  would  make  a  proper  use  ef  Jthe  ac- 
count which  has  been  given  of  the  editions  of 
the  Greek  Testament,  must  particularly  observe  in  what 
manner  the  readings  of  the  several  editions  are  borrowed 
from  the  preceding,  and  how  one'  edition  is  as  it  were 
tile  ofispring  of  another.  Properly  speaking,  there  are 
only  two  fundamental  editions  of  the  Greek  Testament, 
or  in  other  words,  only  two  editions  taken  immediately 
iirom  manuscripts  without  the  intervention  of  any  printed 
edition,  namely  the  Complutensian,  and  the  first  of 
Erasmus.     After  these  come  thtf  editions  of  Robert 

Stephens, 
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Stephens,  and  of  Beza,  both  of  whom  maik  alterations 
in  the  text,  bnt  at  the  same  time  mmie  use  of  muia'^ 
scripts.  In  the  subsequent  editions^  tlioogh  several  of 
die  editdts  made  use  of  manuscripts,  yet  very  few.alter** 
ations  were  made  in  the  text,  except  in  the  London 
edition  x>f  1729,  which  however  is  unworthy  of  notice* 
It  is  true  that  Bengd  publisbed  an  impioved  text,  yet 
he  inserted  no  reading  which  bad  not  already  appeared 
in  some  printed  edition.  Weftstein  made  no  adt^ ations 
whatsoever  in  the  text,  but  in  the  alterations  which  lie 
proposed,  be  was  guided  not  by  printed  jedttions,  but 
by  ancient  amtborities.  The  alterations,  which  he  pro* 
posed,  Imve  been  inserted  in  the  text  itself  in  the  edition 
pnbBshed  by  Bowyer :  but  this  ^edition  is  seldom  used. 
There  is  however  an  edition  in  very  igeneral  use,  in 
which  greater  liberties  have  been  taken  with  the  text,  I 
mean  that  of  Griesbach '  :  in  this,  and  Ifae  following 
section,  therefore,  when  I  speak  of  the  editions  of  the 
Greek  Testament  that  of  Griesbach  must  be  considered 
as  an  exception  *. 

We  may  lay  down  the  three  foUowios  positions,  from 
which  it  will  appear,  that  those  are  oustaken,  who  are 
attached  to  the  common  readings. 

1  •  The  modem  editors  of  the  Greek  Testament  have 
not  al  wi^s  selected  the  best  readings  of  the  ibur  principal 
editions  of  the  Greek  Testoment  '•  Besides,  in  the  edi- 
tion of  Robert  Stephens,  a  great  deal  was  spoiled  of  what 
^«as  valuable  in  the  Complutensian ;  and  again,  of  what 
^as  Taluable  in  the  edition  of  Robert  Stephens,  a  'great 
ideal  was  spoiled  in  that  of  fieza.  Now  as  oar  common 
editions  have  been  chieflv  taken  from  die  latter,  we  have 
00  leason  to^think  that  they  are  perfisctiy  accurate.  Yet 
mmy  divines  have  extolled  the  common  printed  text,  «fi 
af  the  editors  themselves  had  been  inspired.  If  the  text 
-of  anyone  edition  deserves  to  be  retained  unaltered,  it 
•is  tbat  af  the  Complutensian  edition j  because  it  is  the 
Editio  princeps.  But  we  may  lay  it  down  as  a  general 
Tale,  *  that  a  reading  is  not  the  less  authentic,  because  it 

has  never  appeared  m  print.' 

a.  The 
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2.  The  Protestants  id  genei^al,  before  the  time  of  Beza, 
or  rather  till  some  time  after  his  publications,  vei^  im- 
perfectly understood  the  criticism  of  the  Greek  Testa- 
ment :  they  had  much  too  mean  an  opinion  of  the  Latin 
versioOf  and  for  that  reason  they  altered,  or  rather  cor- 
rupted the  text,,  on  the  authority  of  a  few  Greek  manu- 
scripts, some  of  which  were  of  little  or  no  value.  Till 
after  bis  time,  the  most  important  Greek  manuscripts 
were  either  not  examined  at  all,  or  not  collated  with 
sufficient  accuracy,  and  the  Oriental  versions  were  almost 
totally  neglected.  It  follows*  therefore,  that  many  of 
the  genuine  readings  of  the  Greek  Testament  are  not 
contained  in  any  of  the  four  principal  editions,  and  con- 
sequently in  none  hitherto  printed.  We  may  lay  down 
therefore  the  following  rule  :  '  A  reading  is  not  to  be  re- 
jected, because  it  is  contained  in  no  printed  edition  of  the 
Greek  Testament ' 

3.  In  our  common  editions  are  many  readings,  which 
exist  not  in  a  single  Qreek  manuscript,  and  are  mere 
translations  from  the  Latin  K  This  is  a  liberty,  which 
Erasmus  acknowledges  to  have  taken  in  the  last  chapter 
of  the  book  of  Revelation,  and  in  several  other  places  he 
has  taken  the  same  liberty,  without  any  acknowledge- 
ment.  If,  therefore,  in  these  places  Stephens  and  Beza 
followed  the  text  of  Erasmus,  instead  of  the  Complu- 
tensian,  many  readings  have  been  transmitted  into  our 
common  editions,  which  are  to  be  found  in  no  manu- 
script We  may  except,  however,  such  as  have  been 
altered  by  Bengel  on  the  authority  of  the  Compluten- 
sian  edition.  The  following  instance  may  be  produced 
as  a  proof  of  what  I  have  just  advanced. 

The  long  passage.  Acts  ix.  5,  6.  cKXn^oy  0-01  v^o;  xtvrgm 

no-ai ;  Kcn  6  xu^io;  vfoq  «utov,  has  been  found  in  not  a 
single  Greek  manuscript,  not  even  in  those  which 
have  been  lately  collated  by  Matthai.  It  is  likewise  want* 
ing  in  the  Complutensian  edition:  but  it  was  inserted 

by 

'  Some  of  them  are  fouoded  on  mere  conjecture :  fur  instance,  ««»• 
r«9ff,  John  xviii.  24.    See  the  notes  of  Bengel  and  Wetdteui\ 
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by  Erasm.M^,  and  upon  his  authority  it  has  been  adopted 
by  the  other  editors  of  the  Greek  Testament  ^  If  it  be 
asked  whence  Erasmus  took  it,  we  may  reply,  that  he 
certainly  did  not  take  it  from  any  Greek  manuscript : 
for  in  that  case  it  surely  would  have  been  discovered  by 
other  critics,  especially  as  Bengel  and  Wetst^in  took  all 
possible  pains  to  find  out  the  manuscripts,  that  were  used 
by  Erasmus.  The  advocates  for  this  passage  allege  in 
its  defence,  that  Erasmus,  in  his  note  to  this  passage, 
says,  '  in  plerisgue  Gra^cis  codicibus  id  non  additur  hoc 
loco/  and  conclude  therefore  that  Erasmus  must  have 
found  it  at  least  in  one  manuscript,  because  he  says  not 
*  in  omnibus,'  but  *  in  plerisque.'  Now,  not  to  men- 
tion that  Erasmus  very  frequently  wrote  in  too  great  a 
hurry  to  attend  to  the  accuracy  of  his  expressions,  it 
may  be  observed  that  he  wrote,  not '  in  meis  plerisque,* 
but  '  in  plerisque'  in  general :  which  he  might  have 
done,  though  the  passage  were  wanting  in  all  his  own 
manuscripts^  on  the  supposition  that  it  might  possibly 
exist  in  others,  which  he  had  never  seen.  This  at  least 
is  certain,  that  the  passage  is  in  none  of  the  manuscripts 
of  Erasmus,  as  far  as  we  have  any  knowledge  of  them  : 
but  it  is  literally  contained  in  the  Vulgate.  We  can 
draw,  therefore,  no  other  conclusion,  than  that  Erasmus 
translated  it  from  the  Latin  into  Greek.  The  very  evi- 
dence, that  is  produced  in  favour  of  its  authenticity, 
proves  its  spuriousness,  for  the  three  witnesses  produced 
in  its  favour,  (beside  the  Vulgate),  the  Syriac,  the  Arabic 
of  the  Polyglot,  and  the  Ethiopic,  all  disagree  in  their 
evidence.  The  Syriac  has  no  more  of  this  passage  than 
the  following  words,  *  it  will  be  hard  for  thee  to  kick 
against  the  pricks ;'  and  these  are  not  in  the^  fifth,  but 
in  the  fourth  verse,  to  which,  according  to  the  parallel 
passage  ch.  xxvi.  14.  they  properly  belong.  The  Arabic 
of  the  Polyglot  has,  *  it  will  be  hard  for  thee  to  kick 
against  the  pricks :  and4ie  answered  saying.  Lord,  what 
wilt  thou  have  me  to  do  ?  '  wherethere  is  nothing,  which 
corresponds  to  rftfAm  rt  xai   ^afAivy.      The   Ethiopic 

has, 
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haSy  ^  because  thou  persecutest ''^  it  will  turn  to  thibe 
own  misfortune :  and  as  be  trembled,  tbey  were  asto* 
nished :  and  he  said,  Lord,  what  wilt  thou  have  me  to 
do  ?  and  the  Lord  said  unto  him' — a  translation  which 
seems  to  imply  that  the .  translator  retd  on  o-u  fitntuf, 
trxXnfovy  0*01,  instead  of  ov  ^m  fitaxm,  rnXfifo^  o-oi,  and 
fd'A/iACsvTo  instead  of  <&«/ia6«v.  If  this  interpolation,  there* 
fore,  ever  existed  in  Greek  manuscripts,  they  must  have 
had  it  in  very  different  forms ;  it  is  therefore  highly  im- 
probable that  Erasmus  had  any  Greek  manuscript  which 
agreed  word  for  word  with  the  Vulgate,  and  we  must 
conclude  that  he  acted  her^,  as  he  did  in  several  places 
in  the  Revelatioki,  and  that  he  gave  his  Own  translation. 
This  passage  then,  which  later  editors  have  copied  from 
£rasmus,  and  which  is  contained  in  our  common  editions, 
is  not  only  spurious,  but  was  not  even  taken  from  a  Greek 
manuscript. 

Another  example  is  Acts  x.  6.  ouro^  XaXncrci  o-ot  Vi  <rc 
in  croifiy,  a  passage  which  is  not  in  the  Complutensian 
edition,  but  was  inserted  by  Erasmus,  and  copied  from 
him  in  the  subsequent  editions.  Bengel  has  observed 
that  it  is  no  Greek  manuscript;  but  some  of  them  have 
a  similar  interpolation,  og  XaXnc'ii  ^niAarct  xr^oc  o'<,  cv  oic 
ffu^fiaif  ru^  xai  •srat  o  oixoc  ch,  which  corresponds  to  di«  ix. 
14.  Here  again,  therefore,  Erasmus  has  translated  into 
Greek  the  words  of  the  Vulgate,  hie  dicet  tibi,  quid  te 
oporteat  facere  *- 


SECT.    in. 


Of  the  qualifications  requisite  for  a  critical  edition  of  the 

Greek  Testament. 

T  WILL  conclude  this  suhjec^by  pointing  out  the  qua- 
lifications requisite  |br  a  critical  edition  of  the  Greek 
Testament,  or  in  other  words,  for  an  edition,   which 

beside 

^  The  words  of  the  Ethiopic  are  falselj  translated  in  the  version  of 
de  Dieu,  and  in  that  of  the  Polyglot,  namely, '  because  thou  persecute 
est  the  just.' 
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beside  the  text  has  a  considerable  number  of  various  read- 
ings. It  appears  from  the  first  section  of  this  chapter 
that  a  critical  edition  of  this  kind  is  still  wanting,  and  that 
not  only  Wetstein's  predecessors  are  very  imperfect  in 
comparison  with  him,  but  that  he  himself  has  com- 
mitted so  many  *lni8takes  that  we  cannot  always  rely  on 
him.  It  is  therefore  much  to  be  wished  that  a  new  and 
complete  collation  might  be  made  of  all  the  manuscripts 
quoted  by  Wctstein,  and  his  predecessors,  before  those 
precious  remains  of  antiquity  are  lost. 

1.  I  could  wish  that  in  this  critical  edition  no  altera- 
lions  were  made  in  the  text,  which  I  would  have  taken 
from  the  third  edition  of  Robert  Stephens.  To  this  text 
the  great  collections  of  various  readings  have  been 
adapted';  if  therefore  they  were  placed  under  another 
tex^  it  would  create  confusion,  because  they  would  not 
be  various  readings  to  that  text.  And,  in  the  same  man- 
ner as  Kennicott  required  that  all  those,  whom  he  em- 
ployed in  collating  Hebrew  manuscripts,  should  cpUate 
'them  with  the  edition  published  by  Van  der  Hooght  in 

1705,  one  and  the  same  edition  of  the  Greek  Testament 
likewise  must  be  used. 

It  is  no  objection  in  this  case,  that  Stephens's  edition 
b&ssome  hundreds  of  faults,  because  collections  of  various 
readings  are  made  for  the  use  of  the  learned,  who  can 
select  out  of  the  number  that  which  is  the  best ;  and  if 
the  editor  thinks  it  necessary  to  point  out  to  the  reader 
the  readings,  which  he  prefers,  he  may  do  it  by  critical 
marks  placed  in  the  same  manner,  as  Wetstein  has  done. 

2.  It  is  not  my  intention  to  assert,  that  an  edition  of 
the  Greek  Testament,  >vith  a  more  correct  text,  than 
that,  which  we  have  at  present,  is  unnecessary:  but 
then  this  edition  should  be  of  a  smaller  size.  I  com* 
mend  Bengel  for  having  published  an  improved  edition 
of  this  kind,  in  which  he  corrected  the  text  according  to 
his  own  judgment:  the  same  may  be  said  of  Bowyer's 
edition,  aild  still  more  of  that  published  by  Griesbacb. 
Nor  would  I  have  an  editor  confine  himself  to  the  rule 
adopted  by  Bengel,  to  insert  no  reading,  which  had  not 

I  I  2  already 
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already  appeared  in  some  printed  edition :  for  this  rule 
is  too  arbitrary,  and  would  oblige  an  editor,  instead  of 
choosing  the  reading,  which  is  supported  by  the  best 
authority,  to  adopt  in  many  cases  such  as  were  inserted 
in  the  text  of  the  early  editions  by  mere  accident.  In 
the  sixteenth  century,  sacred  criticism  was  much  less  un- 
derstood than  at  present,  and  the  editors  of  that  age  had 
neither  the  industry  of  Mill,  Bengel  and  Wetstein,  nor  a 
fifth  part  of  the  extracts,  which  they  have  quoted.  The 
readings  therefore,  which  the  early  editors  adopted,  must 
frequently  have  depended  upon  accident;  and,  as  the 
manuscripts,  which  they  used,  were  very  few,  it  is  almost 
impossible,  that  the  best  reading  should  in  every  instance 
have  been  inserted  in  their  editions. 

But  great  xaution  should  be  used  in  altering  the  text 
of  the  Greek  Testament;  for,  as  different  critics  enter- 
tain different  sentiments  in  regard  to  what  is  the  best 
reading,  a  confusion  in  the  Greek  text  would  be  the  un* 
avoidable  consequence,  if  every  man  had  the  liberty  of 
altering  at  pleasure,  which  would  be  not  only  prejudicial 
to  learners,  but  inconvenient  to  the  learned  themselves. 
Whoever  publishes  an  improved  text  of  the  Greek  Tes- 
tament must  consider,  that  it  is  not  for  the  benefit  of 
men  of  real  learning,  or  such  as  have  knowledge  of  sa- 
cred criticism,  because  men  of  this  description  will  not 
choose  to  have  rules  prescribed  to  them,  but  will  think 
proper  to  judge  for  themselves.     The  alterations,  which 
are  made  in  the  text,  are  for  the  benefit  of  those  who  are 
ilftable  to  judge  for  themselves :  and  as  the  critic  selects 
from  several  that  which  he  esteems  the  best,   so  the 
editor,  by  inserting  a  new  reading  in  the  text,  points 
out  to  scholars  that  which  they  ought  to  prefer.     As 
the  editor  therefore  undertakes  to  be  a  guide  to  others, 
great  caution  is  requisite  not  to  make  unwarrantable  al- 
terations :    he  aliould  not  only  insert  no  reading  upon 
critical  conjecture,  but  not  even  such,  as  are  supported 
by  the  authority  of  manuscripts,  unless  the  proportion 
of  evidence  be  very  decided  in  its  favour  *.     If  from 
thirty    thousand    yarious    readings    we  deduct  fifteen 

thousand, 
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thousand,  which  are  of  too  little  importance  to  deserve 
examination  in  this  inquiry,  though  it  is  necessary  on  other 
accounts  to  quote  them,  we  shall  find  that,  of  the  re- 
maining fifteen  thousand,  there  are  at  least  teft  thousand, 
in  which  the  proportion  of  evidence,  for  and  against  them, 
is  nearly  that  of  equality.  Here  then  we  must  leave  the 
matter  undetermined.  •  Of  the  remaining  five  thousand, 
suppose  that  an  editor  is  of  opinion,  that  three  thousand 
five  hundred  are  inferior  in  goodness  to  those  of  the  com- 
mon text,  but  that  the  remaining  fifteen  hundred  are 
superior  to  those  of  the  common  text :  yet  of  these  fifteen 
hundred,  there  will  be  found  perhaps  hardly  six  hundred, 
of  which  he  can  positively  assert,  without  violating  the 
rules  of  modesty,  and  the  respect  which  we  owe  to 
truth,  *  sic  lege  raeo  periculo.'  An  instance  of  an  alte- 
ration, which  a  man  might  safely  make,  is  the  omission 
of  Acts  ix.  5,  6.  it  was  omitted  by  Bengel,  and  the  great- 
est critics  Beza,  Grotius,  Mill,  and  Wetstein  are  unani- 
mous in  condemning  it- 

If  with  the  caution,  which  I  have  recommended,  al- 
terations are  made  in  those  places  only,  where  we  are 
absolutely  certain  that  the  present  text  is  spurious,  the 
new  text  would  not  be  so  different  from  the  common 
one,  as  is  generally  imagined,  especially  if  the  editor 
was  a  man  well  skilled  in  sacred  criticism.  But  if  an 
edition  was  undertaken  by  men  ignorant  of  the  art  of 
criticism,  and  whose  propensity  to  correct  was  proportion- 
ate  to  their  want  of  knowledge,  we  might  expect  an 
edition  materially  different  firom  that>  which  is  in  com- 
mon use. 

3.  We  want  a  new  and  accurate  critical  edition  of  the 
Greek  Testament,  in  which  the  whole  collection  of  va- 
rious readings,  that  are  dispersed  in  the  editions  of  Mill, 
Wetstem>  Griesbacb,  and  Matth'ai,  as  far  as  they  are 
correct,  should  be  inserted.  And  since  Mill  and  Wetstein 
frequently  contradict  each  other,  and  neither  of  them 
has  given  complete  extracts,  it  will  be  necessary  to  re- 
collate  all  the  manuscripts,  editions,  versions^  the  works 

I  I  3  of 
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of  tlie  fathers,  and  of  the  writers-  of  the  fifteenth  ac)d  six-^  , 
teenth  century,  which  are  quoted  by  Mill  and  Wetatein, 
and  to  compare  with  their  extracts  those  which  are  the 
result  of  tljp  new  collation. 

fiut  fhis  would  be  too  great  an  undertaking  for  any 
single  man;  for  the  edge  of  his  diligence  would  be  blunt* 
ed,  and  his  eyes  grow  dim,  in  consequence  of  so  vast 
an  undertaking.  Nor  is  it  probable  that  a  body  of  the 
learned  will  form  a  junction,  in  order  to  put  the  plaa 
into  execution ;  for  the  learned  in  general  are  not  of  so 
social  a  disposition.  But  perhaps  without  a  formal  junc- 
tion,  different  persons  might  contribute  their  share  of 
majterials,  toward  a  new  edition  of  tlie  Greek  Testa<i 
ment,  if  they  knew  in  what  parts  their  serviced  would 
most  be  wanted. 

Those  who  have  access  to  manuscripts,  either  from 
visiting  the  places,  where  they  are  preserved,  or  from 
residipg  there,  would  render  an  essential  servke  to  sacred 
criticism  by  making  a  new  collation,  even  if  it  were  coo- 
fined  to  a  single  manuscript,  provided  that  nwiuscript ' 
were  ancient  and  valuable.  Those,  who  have  not  access 
to  manuscripts,  might  recollate  the  ancient  versions.  The 
extracts,  which  have  been  hitherto  produced  from  tha 
Arabic,  are  of  little  or  no  value,  because  no  distipction  haa 
been  made  between  the  different  Arabic  versions  ^;  the 
extracts  from  the  Armenian  and  the  Coptic  are  extreiDely 
incomplete;  even  the  Vulgate  has  not  been  collated  mtih 
sufficient  accuracy,  and  the  editions  of  the  old  Latin 
versions  have  been  so  lately  published,  that  the  editors 
of  critical  editions  have  not  been  able  to  collate  them  \ 
Here  then  a  new  field  is  open  to  those  who  would  en- 
gage in  sacred  criticism.  Of  the  extracts  from  the  writ- 
ings of  tiie  fathers  I  have  already  spoken.  - 

4.  I  will  illustrate  the  method,  which  I  would  recom- 
mend in  revising  the  old  materials,  by  the  e^tamf^  of 
manuscripts.  Thesq  must  be  wlpUy  recoll^ted  with 
the  text  of  Stephens's  third  editioa;  apd  the  c(^atQ» 
must  constantly  have  Mill  apd  Wetsjtein  at  hand,  pATlly 
to  prevent  their  overlooking  the  readings,  which  those 

critic  s 
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critics  have  quoted  right,  partly  to  correct  their  mis- 
takesy  and  when  they  contradict  each  other,  to  deter- 
mine on  which  side  the  error  .lies.  The  new  extracts 
should  be  carefully  noted,  not  excepting  th4se»  which 
had  been  given  by  Mill  and  Wetstein :  for  this  would 
render  the  matter  more  certain.  But  the  grand  object 
would  be  to  find  out  all  those  readings,  which  Mill  and 
Wetstein  have  either  neglected,  or  falsely  quoted.  * 

If  extracts  of  this  kind  were  made  and  printed,  either 
from  a  single  or  several  manuscripts,  they  would  be  a 
valuable  present  to  the  public,  and  would  serve  as  ma^ 
terials  for  a  new  edition  of  the  Greek  Testament.  The 
more  a  collator  adheres  to  matter  of  fact,  in  simply  pro- 
ducing extracts,  without  intermixing  his  own  remarks, 
the  more  the  public  will  be  obliged  to  him.  tn  colla- 
tions of  this  kind  the  principal '  object  is  to  have  the  ex- 
tracts in  as  short  a  compass  as  posmle  ^  and  the  collator, 
who  has  sufficient  employment  in  ftierely  making  ex- 
tracts, would  do  well,  if  he  left  to  the  learned  in  general, 
to  make  their  remarks  on  the  fruit  of  his  labours. 

It  would  be  likewise  of  use,  if  those  places  were  noted 
in  which  the  collated  manuscripts  agreed  with  Stephens's 
text,  in  opposition  to  the  various  readings :  for  we  can- 
not immediately  draw  this  conclusion  merely  from  being 
tacitly  informed,  that  a  manuscript  is  not  against  it 
The  manuscript  may  have  a  chasm  in  the  passage  in  ques* 
tion,  the  hand-writing  may  be  illegible,  oft  the  collator 
himself  may  have  been  guilty  of  an  oversight  At  the 
same  time  J  acknowledge,  that  if  every  example  was 
noted,  which  confirmed  not  the  various  readings  pro- 
duced by  Mill  and  Wetstein,  the  extracts  would  be  far 
too  voluminous,  even  if  they  were  made  from  only  a 
single  manuscript.  It  seems  then,  that  no  other  method 
can  be  well  adopted,  than  to  mark  distinctly  each  chasm^ 
and  the  parts,  which  have  been  collated,  line  for  line ; 
and  to  make  the  collation  with  such  accuracy,  that  the 
reader  may  safely  conclude  from  the  silence  of  the  coUa- 
tbh  to  the  absence  of  a  reading.  Yet  the  more  volu- 
minous extracts  might  be  made,  to  be  deposited  in  public 
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libraries  for  the  use  of  critics,  though  only  so  much  were 
printed,  as  would  be  necessary  to  supply  and  correct  the 
editions  of  Mill  and  Wetstein. 

5.  As  many  ancient  and  important  manuscripts,  hi- 
therto uncoUated,  are  preserved  in  the  imperial  library 
at  Vienna,  the  royal  library  in  France,  and  in  several  Ita- 
lian and  Spanish  libraries,  those  persons^  who  have  ac- 
cess to  them,  would  render  a  service  to  sacred  criticism, 
if  they-communicated  extracts  of  them.  If  they  collated 
only  one  or  two  manuscripts,  the  extracts  might  be 
printed  on  a  few  sheets,  in  the  same  manner  as  those  of 
the  Codex  Gehlianus,  and  of  the  two  Codices  Wolfiani. 
But  I  would  not  recommend  to  the  collator  to  publish  a 
new  edition  of  the  Greek  Testament,  with  various  read- 
ings from  Mill  and  Wetstein,  in  order  to  augment  them 
with  his  own  extracts.  For  by  these  means  the  errors  of 
Mill  and  Wetstein,  instead  of  being  corrected  would  be 
augmented,  in  coiteequence  of  the  unavoidable  errors  of 
the  press.  Besides,  it  would  unnecessarily  augment  the 
price  of  the  materials  requisite  in  sacred  criticism,  which 
ought  at  all  times  to  be  avoided,  because  the  most  learned 
are  not  always  the  most  wealthy ;  and  it  would  also  create 
unnecessary  difficulty,  by  obliging  us  to  seek  in  a  large 
folio,  what  might  be  contained  in  the  compass  of  a  few 
sheets.  But  if  any  man  has  collated  ten  or  more  manu- 
scripts, it  would  not  be  improper  to  print  with  his  ex- 
tracts the  te^talso  of  the  Greek  Testament,  which  would 
be  of  advantage  to  his  readers,  if  he  was  contented  with 
publishing  his  own  extracts,  without  intermixing  with 
them  the  extracts  made  by  bis  predecessors,  before  they 
have  been  examined  and  corrected.  I  could  wish  to  see 
an  edition  of  the  Greek  Testament  published  in  this 
manner,  with  various  readings  from  all  the  manuscripts 
in  the  imperial  library :  and  in  editions  of  this  kind  no* 
tice  might  be  taken  of  those  manuscripts,  which  confirm 
the  readings  of  the  common  text. 

6.  Jhe  proposals,  which  I  havt^  made  in  the  prieceding 
paragraphs,  relate  to  what  separate  critics  might  perform, 
as  preparatory  to  a  correct  critical  edition  of  the  Greek 

Testament , 
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Testament.  But  if  these  previous  steps  are  not  taken,  a 
publisher  of  such  an  edition,  as  I  would  recommend, 
has  no  other  resource,  than  to  undertake  himself  to  cor- 
rect  the  extracts  produced  by  Mill,  Bengel,  and  Wet- 
stein,  and  to  make  the  necessary  additions.  It  is  trae> 
that  one  man  alone  can  hardly  go  through  the  task  of 
collating  so  great  a  number  of  manuscripts ;  but  as  all 
those  manuscripts,  of  which  the  antiquity  exceeds  a. 
thousand  years,  are  said  to. latinize,  it  would  be  necessary 
to  collate  others  of  the  same  antiquity,  which  have  never 
been  examined,  and  which  are  free  from  the  suspicion 
of  having  been  altered  from  the  Latin.  For,  admitting 
the  Latin  readings  to  be  good,  yet  they  are  certainly  not 
the  only  readings,  that  existed  a  thousand  years  ago> 
since  in  that  case  we  should  not  have  so  many  opposite 
readings  in  the  Greek  manuscripts.  It  would  be  neces- 
sary therefore,  in  order  to  form  an  adequate  judgment, 
to  hear  the  evidence  on  both  sides :  and  our  coltaetion 
of  readings  will  not  be  complete,  till  we  Kave  eitracts 
from  manuscripts  of  an  equal  age  with  thd  Codex  Alex- 
andrinus,  and  of  which  we  are  assui^  that  they  do  not 
latinize  ^. 

But  I  acknowledge  that  this  is  too  great  an  under- 
taking for  any  one  man,  without  being  assisted  by  others : 
for  not  only  his  zeal  would  soon  be  damped,  and  his 
eyes  grow  weary,  but  the  life  of  one  man  is  hardly  suffi- 
cient for  the  purpose.  Besides,  it  would  require  such  an 
extensive  knowledge  of  the  European,  Asiatic,  and  Afri- 
can languages,  that  I  fear  I  am  proposing,  what  one  man 
alone  could  never  execute.  For  the  plan  therefore  to  be 
well  conducted,  it  must  be  made  a  national  business. 
Germany  is  divided  into  too  many  petty  states,  to  be  able 
to  form  an  union  sufficient  for  the  purpose ;  and  I  know 
of  no  country,  except  England,  which  possesses  the  will 
and  the  means  to  execute  the  task.  Should  a  resolution 
be  formed  in  this  island  so  happily  situated  for  promf^ing 
the  purposes  of  general  knowledge,  to  make  the  under- 
taking a  public  concern,  to  enter  into  a  subscription, 
and  to  employ  men  of  abilities  in  collating  manu^ripts 

both 
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both  at  home  and  abroad,  they  would  be  able  to  do  more 
in  ten  years,  than  could  otherwise  be  done  in  a  century. 
But  if  the  project  be  deferred  too  long,  the  attempt 
may  be  fruidess,  since  England,  though  at  present  in  a 
flourishing  condition,  is  subject,  like  all  other  nations,  to 
a  change  of  fortune. 

7.  In  a  future  edition  of  the  Greek  Testament,  with  a 
complete  collection  of  various  readings,  it  would  be  most 
advisable  to  choose  for  a  basis  one  of  those,  which  have 
been  already  printed,;  in  the  same  manner,  as  Kiister 
made  Mill's  edition  the  basis  of  bis  own.     It  is  true  that 
men,  who  have  more  ambition  than  knowledge,  would 
rather  publish  a  work,  that  is  perfectly  new,  than  seem 
to  tread  in  the  footsteps  of  their  predecessors^:  but  the 
ambition  of  the  author  may  afford  less  advantage  to  the 
reader,  than  pleasui*e  to  himself.     Every  man,  who  un- 
dertakes a  new  work,  is  more  exposed  to  the  danger  of 
misltke,  than  he,  who  builds  on  the  solid  fouudation, 
wlucb  has  b#en  laid  by  another.     And  if  this  happens  in 
philosopMcal  subjects,  where  the  understanding  is  em- 
ployed iff  examiniQg  only  a  few  positions,  how  tnuch 
more  frequently  must  it  happen  in  the  enumeration  of  a 
thousand  times  a  thousand  facts,  where  the  utmost  pene- 
tration and  diligence  are  hardly  sufficient,  to  insure  a  man 
from  falling  into  error.     But  if  w0  tpake  Wetstem  s  or 
Mill's  edition  the  foundation  of  the  new  one,  we  are 
exempted  from  mistakes  in  somo  hundred  thousand  quo- 
tations, which  they  have  accurately  given;  and  those, 
which  they  have  given  inaccurately,  we  shall  be  under  the 
necessity  of  correcting,  whether  we  make  their  editions  the 
ground-work  of  our  own,  or  publish  an  entire  aew  work. 
And  the  world  at  large  will  have  this  peculiar  advantage, 
that  nothing  will  be  lost  of  those  extracts^  which  are 
quoted  correctly  by  Mill,  and  Wetstein:   a  matter  of 
great  importance,  as  appears  firom  the  example  of  the 

latter 

^  I  would  not  have  it  understood  that  I  am  here  reflecting  on  any 
particular  editor  of  the  Greek  Testament.  '  Indeed  I  know  no  one,  to 
i^hom  the  remark  is  applicable,  a^  far  as  concerns  an  edition  of  th€ 
Greek  Testament  hitherto  printed. 
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latter  critic,  who  has  omitted  in  numberless  instances 
the '  quotations,  which  had  been  accurately  given  by  his 
predecessor. 

As  we  have  the  choice  therefore  either  of  Mill's  or  of 
Wetstein's  Greek  Testament,  I  would  recommend  ffe^ 
former  as  the  foundation  of  the  new  edition,  in  which 
the  additions,  that  were  made  by  Wetstein  might  be 
easily  inserted.  Wetstein  borrowed  a  great  part  of  his 
materis^ls  from  Mill,  and  these  we  shall  probably  find 
more  correct  in  the  original,  than,  in  the  copy;  Mill 
appears  to  have  taken  more  pains  than  Wetstdn,  though 
he  had  less  gi^ius,  and  fewer  opportunities  of  exercising 
his  industry;  and»  what  is  the  principal  reason,  the 
figures  adopted  by  Wetstein  make  the  references  so  very 
precarious,  that  it  is  impossible  to  retain  them,  without 
exposing  ourselves  to  the  danger,  if  %  second  and  third 
edition  should  be  pririted,  of  creating  a  general  confu- 
sion. Since  therefore  i4  is  necessary  to  alter  figures  to 
names,  it.  is  better  to  aMommodate  Wetst«in  to  Milli 
than  Mill  to  Wetstein  ^        .  * 

8.  In  order  to  assist  the  memory,  and  avoid  errors  of 
the  press,  I  would  recommend  that  the  quoted  manu- 
scripts should  be  denoted  not  by  single  letters  or  figures, 
but  by  abbreviations  ^. 

9.  The  order,  which  Wetstein  has  observed  in  quoting, 
1*^  manuscripts,  2"**' editions,  s^*'' ancient  versions,  4''''' 
the  fathers,  5^^''  the  opinion  of  eminent  critics,  is  very 
just :  and,  at  all  events,  whatever  arrajigement  be  adoptedf, 
it  will  be  necessary  to  distinguish  the  difierent  authorities 
in  &vour  of  a  reading. 

With  respect  to  the  Latin  versions,  as  they  are  so  nu- 
naerous,  and  so  important  in  the  criticism  of  the  Greek 
Testament,  it  would  be  proper  to  quote  each  manuscript 
by  name,  and  not  merely  to  quote,  as  Wetstein  has 
done,  the  general  title  Codices  Latioi.  We  might  use 
die  abbreviations  Lat  Verc.  Foroj.  &c.  and  thus  care- 
fully distinguish  them  from  Greek  manuscripts '.  The 
voluminous  and  valuable  publications  of  Sabatier  and 
Blanchini  deserve  in  particular  to  be  collated,  and  should 

be 
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be  examiDed  with  much  more  attention,  than  Mill  and 
Wetstein  bestowed  on  Latin  manuscripts  '.  In  quotin^^ 
the  Codices  Graeco-Latini,  the  Latin  text  must  be  care- 
fully distinguished  from  the  Greek;  but  if  we  use  only  a 
general  expression  for  both,  we  quote  only  one  witness, 
where  we  ought  to  quote  two,  and  leave  it  undetermined 
which  of  them  we  mean  ^°. 

10.  The  extracts  from  the  Armenian,  Coptic,  and 
Arabic  versions  likewise  must  be  more  correct,  than  they 
have  hitherto  been  ".  What  I  have  to  observe  in  regard 
to  extracts  from  the  works  of  the  fathers  I  have  already 
mentioned,  ch.  ix.  §  4.  The  writings  also-  of  the  lite- 
rati in  the  fifteenth,  sixteenth,  and  seventeenth  centuries, 
who  have  formed  collections  of  various  readings,  should 
be  quoted  in  evidence,  if  the  manuscripts  themselves  are 
no  longer  known.  / 

1 1 .  Lastly  I  would  recommend,  that  the  evidence  for 
the  readings  of  the  text  should  b*  quoted,  as  well  as  the 
authorities  for  the  various  readings.  It  is  true,  that  a  cri- 
tical edition  of  the  Greek  Testament  would  in  that  case 
be  much  more  laborious  to  execute,  as  well  as  more 
voluminous,  and  expensive  to  the  purchaser.  Hitherto 
therefore  it  has  been  the  usual  practice,  except  in  very 
particular  cases,  to  quote  only  the  authorities  for  the 
various  readings,  and  to  leave  the  words  of  the  text  un- 
supported by  any  evidence  whatsoever.  But  this  method 
is  attended  with  a  two-fold  disadvantage.  The  one  relates 
to  the  text  itself;  for  when  those,  who  are  unacquainted 
with  sacred  criticism,  observe  that  many  manuscripts  are 
quoted  in  favour  of  a  various  reading,  they  conclude  that 
it  is  supported  by  more  numerous,  and  by  better  autho- 
rities, than  tlie  reading  of  the  text ;  whereas  it  frequently 
happens,  even  in  such  cases,  that  the  evidence  in  favour 
of  the  text,  though  not  quoted,  is  still  more  numerous 
and  more  respectable.  I  admit  that  no  one  could  be 
guilty  of  this  mistake,  who  was  not  wholly  ignorant  of 
the  criticism  of  the  New  Testament :  but  since  many, 
who  belong  to  the  class  of  literati,  are  really  in  this  pre- 
dicament, some  method  should  be  devised,  to  prevent 

them 
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them  from  falling  into  error  ".  The  other  disadvantage 
relates  to  the  various  readings  themselves :  for  it  often 
happens  that  the  reading  of  the  text  is  found  only 
in  a  very  feiv  manuscripts,  and  sometimes  in  no  manu« 
script  at  all ;  which  does  not  immediately  appear,  when 
the  evidence  in  favour  of  the  text  is  wholly  neglected. 
We  should  draw  a  too  hasty  and  certainly  ungrounded 
inference,  if,  because  ten  manuscripts  were  quoted  in 
favour  oif  a  various  reading,  we  concluded  that  all  the 
other  manuscripts,  which  cont&in  the  part  of  the  Greek 
Testament  in  question,  were  in  favour  of  the  text :  yet 
Whitby  has  fallen  into  this  error  in  writing  against  MilU 
because  he  was  unacquainted  with  Mill's  general  plan. 
But  when  thirty  or  forty  manuscripts  are  quoted  against 
the  text,  it  makes  a  very  material  difference,  whether  the 
number  in  its  favour  amounts  to  fifty,  or  only  to  ten, 
is  confined  to  two  or  three,  or  perhaps  reduced  to  no* 
thing.  To  make  this  matter  clear,  1  will  produce  an  ex- 
ample. Wetstein  quotes  forty-five  manuscripts,  against 
the  authenticity  of  the  two  verses.  Acts  ix.  5,  6.  Now 
the  whole  number  of  manuscripts  quoted  by  Wetstein 
in  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles  amounts  to  sixty-nine:  if 
therefore  we  deduct  those  which  are  against  the  com- 
mon text,  there  remain  twenty-four,  which  have  not 
been  quoted  against  it.  Of  these  twenty-four  therefore, 
we  might  suppose  that  at  least  ten  contained  the  passage 
in  question :  whereas  the  real  fact  is,  that  it  is  contained 
in  not  a  single  manuscript  hitherto  collated ''.  Another 
example  is  Acts  x.  6.  of  which  Wolf  says,  'verba  hasc 
in  nonnullis  codicibus  desiderantur :'  but  they  are  really 
wanting  in  all'\  And  with  respect  to  the  former  in- 
stance, all  that  can  be  gathered  from  Wetstein's  quotation 
is,  that  forty-one  manuscripts  omit  the  two  verses,  and 
that  in  four,  its  place  is  supplied  by  other  interpolations '^ 
A  third  example  may  be  taken  from  Rom.  ii.  5.  where 
Wetstein  does  an  injury  to  the  reading,  which  he  actu*- 
ally  prefers.  The  common  text  is  avoxctXv^tug  fiKctiOKfi- 
na^y  for  which  he  proposed  to  substitute  airoKaXv^^ius  xa» 
itxMOHftT^a^,      It  is    true,    that  he  quotes    thirty-one 

manuscripts 
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manuscripts  in  favourof  the  latter  reading,  to  which  I  have 
added  four  more  :  yet  from  these  circumstances  alone  we 
do  tmi  immediately  perceive  the  reason,  why  it  ought  to 
be  preferred.  But  we  perceive  it  immediately  on  con- 
sulting Bengal ;  for  he  produces  the  authorities  in  favour 
of  the  common  reading,  without  xai,  and  among  these 
authorities  there  is  not  a  single  manuscript  Bengel 
therefore  has  brought  the  matter  to  a  clear  decision  **. 
The  inconveoiencies,  of  which  I  have  here  complained, 
might  be  totally  removed,  if  the  authorities  in  favour  of 
the  text  were  quoted  first,  and  then  the  authorities  for 
the  various  readings :  whereas  the  common  method  of 
quoting  only  on  one  side  leaves  us  frequently  in  a  state 
cf  uncertainty.  If  it  were  necessary  to  produce  another 
instance,  I  would  recommend  to  my  readers  to  take  «ut» 
omsrc^^f,  Acts  vii.  27.  and  see  if  tliey  can  form  a  judg- 
ment, from  the  cvidence'produced  by  Wetstein  or  Gries- 
bach,  whether  the  common,  or  the  various  reading  is 
entitled  to  the  preference  *^. 


CHAPTER    XIII. 

OF    THE     MARKS    OP     DISTINCTION,     AND    DIVISIONS 

OF   THE    GREEK  TESTAMENT. 

SECT.      I. 

Of  the  points,  and  other  distinctions  of  pause  among  the 

Greeks. 

XJAVING  thus  acquainted  ourselves  with  tbe  vari- 
ous sources,  which  are  necessary  to  be  attained, 
before  we  can  determine  the  true  and  genuine  riding 
of  the  New  Testament,  a  question  arises,  whe&er  certain 
marks  in  the  New  Testament,  which  are  not  letters,  be* 
long  to  the  readings  of  the  New  Testamrat ;  whether 
those  notes  or  marks  were  used  by  the  Aposties^  and  are 

to 
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to  be  received  by  us,  whenever  they  are  confirmed  by 
sufficient  manuscripte,  and  other  critical  authcxities  ? 

The  miirks  in  question,  are  those  stops  or  points, 
which  we  call  comma,  colon,  full  stop,  and  note  of  in* 
terrogation,  the  iota  subscriptuni,  and  the  two  ^pira* 
tions.  If  the  Apostles  themselves  added  these  points  to 
the  words,  we  are  bound  to  rckreive  them,  as  they  stand 
in  some  manuscripts,  and  in  almost  all  the  printed  edi* 
tions  of  the  New  Testament  But  if  they  do  not  pro- 
ceed from  the  Apostles,  then  no  manuscripts,  and  no 
printed  edition  will  oblige  us  to  receive  them ;  they  will 
be  considered  as  explanations  of  the  ancients,  from  which 
we  may  depart,  upon  discovering  something,  which  ap* 
pears  to  us  more  satisfactory. 

As  the  interpretation  of  the  New  Testament  often  de* 
pends  upon  these  points^  it  is  a  question  of  importance. 


SECT.     IL 


The  points  in  the  New  Testament  are  modem. 

nn  H  E  subject  of  the  punctuation  of  the  New  Testa- 
ment has  been  amply  discussed  by  G.  Fr.  ttogall, 
in  his  Dissertatio  de  auctoritate  et  antiquitate  interpunc- 
tionis  in  Nov.  Testam.  Regiom.  1734.  I  shall  make 
great  use  of  this  work  in  the  present  section,  though  I 
find  myself  under  the  necessity  of  differing  from  him 
sometimes  in  opinion. 

It  is  certain,  that,  in  the  time  of  the  Apostles,  the 
Grecians  used  points  or  stops  \  A  point  at  the  top  was 
equivalent  to  our  full  stop ;  in  the  middle  it  signified  a 
colon;  and  at  the  bottom,  it  amounted  either  to  our- 
semicolon,  or  comma.  They  are  thus  described  by  Dio- 
nysius  the  Thracian,  who  lived  at  Rome  in  the  time  of 
Pompey,  in  his  treatise  on  grammar* ;  and  by  Diomedes, 
in  his  second  book  De  oratione  ^.  But  it  is  likewise  cer^ 
tain,   that  these  points  were .  not  used  in  common,  but 

only 
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only  in  tbe  schools  of  grammarians,  who  endeavoured 
thereby  to  facilitate  the  reading  of  Homer  to  their 
scholars.  They  laid  a  great  stress  upon  the  points,  and 
some  spent  their  whole  lives  in  teaching  them,  and  noting 
them  \f\  books. 

Rogall  endeavours  indeed  to  prove,  from  the  ninth  book 
of  Anastasii  Sinaitae  Contemplationes  anagogicse  in  Hex- 
asmeron,  that  they  were  used  in  other  books.  The  passage, 
which  he  quotes,  is  postquam  Moses  dixit :  *  £t  aedificavit 
Dominus  Deus  costam :'  magnus  Clemens  (^ Alexandrinus) 
faciens  perfectum  punctum,  et  tunc  versus  faciens  initium, 
subjunxit :  '  Quam  accepit  Adam  in  mulierem.'  £t  mihi 
videtur  pie  admodum  attendisse  distinctionem.  Nam 
Tlieodotion  quoque  sic  distinxit  idem  verbum.  But 
from  these  words  nothing  further  is  to  be  gathered,  than 
that  Clemens  Alexandrinus  made  use  of  a  point,  in  ex- 
plaining the  words  of  Moses  differently  from  the  com- 
mon acceptation,  in  order  to  render  his  new  exposition 
more  intelligible  to  the  reader.  Nor  is  much  to  be 
concluded  from  what  he  says  of  Theodotion,  since  that 
translator  of  Scripture  was  probably  no  other  than  a 
grammarian,  and  assisted  his  translation  of  the  Old  Tes- 
tament by  points,  as  other  grammarians  did  the  works 
of  Homer.  The  Apostles  on  the  contrary  were  not 
grammaiians  by  profession ;  and  most  of  their  writings 
now  extant  are  Letters,  some  of  which  were  written  to 
intimate  friends.  Is  it  credible,  that  they  would  accu- 
rately mark  these  with  points,  which  were  not  in  use  any 
where  but  in  the  schools  ?  This  at  least  is  certain,  that 
the  ancient  fathers,  in  cases  which  relate  to  grammatical 
construction,  do  not  appeal  to  points,  but  'merely  to  the 
general  context. 

Even  if  we  admitted  that  the  Apostles  wrote  with 
points,  it  would  be  of  no  consequence  to  us,  as  those 
points  are  no  longer  in  existence.  For  our  most  ancient 
manuscripts  are  without  points,  and  in  the  modern  ma* 
nuscripts  which  have  them,  they  were  not  copied  from 
ancient  documents,  but  were  added  by  the  transcribers  of 
their  own  authority '. 

There 
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There  was  another  method  of  dividing  discourse^  by 
writing  in  one  line  as  many  words,  as  might  be  in  some 
degree  intelligible,  when  joined  together;  these  united 
were  called  (viiAa ;  we  should  call  them  a  comma,  or  sen- 
tence. We  shall  have  occasion  to  make  further  mention 
of  them  hereafter,  and  we  shall  find,  that  the  ancients 
did  certainly  divide  the  New  Testament  into  those  sen- 
tences, of  which  they  reclconed  2522  in  St.  Matthew, 
1675  in  St.  Mark,  &c.  But  it  is  no  necessary  conse- 
quence, that  the  Apostles  wrote  their  epistles  in  the 
same  manner ;  and  if  they  had,  yet  a  doubt  would  remain, 
which  words  belonged  to  each  sentence,  since  the  ancient 
manuscripts,  which  we  have  of  the  New  Testament,  are 
not  written  in  these  sentences  \ 

Some  again  used  no  other  distinction  of  pause,  but 
that  of  placing  a  point,  or  leaving  a  blank,  where  the 
sense  of  the  period  ended.  This  is  the  case  of  several 
manuscripts  of  the  New  Testament,  and  particularly  of 
the  Alexandrine.  Possibly  these  distinctions  ought  not 
to  be  rejected  wholly :  and  it  is  not  unlikely,  that  the 
Apostles  sometimes  made  use  of  them.  But.  it  is  pity, 
that  they  who  have  delivered  to  us  extracts  from  these 
manuscripts,  do'  not  point  out  where  these  stops  were  ^ 
made  *. 

The  whole  of  this  subject  then  may  be  reduced  to 
the  following  propositions : 

1.  Our  point,  colon,  comma,  and  note  of  interro- 
gation, are  modem,  and  of  no  authority. 

2.  The  Apostles  probably  denoted  by  a  point,  or  a 
blank,  where  the  sense  of  a  di^ourse  terminated. 

3.  Whoever  desires  to  know,  with  some  degree  of 
probability,  where  these  points  or  blanks  were  placed, 
must  consult  the  most  ancient  manuscripts,  and  the  ver- 
sions which  were  made  from  the  most  ancient  manu- 
scripts. And  even  this  will  lead  him  no  further  than  to 
a  small  degree  of  probability. 

4.  The  best  rule  for  determining  the  proper  place  of 
a  fXHnt  or  stop  in  the  New  Testament,  is  to  follow  the 
most  approved  exegetical  rules,  in  explaining  each 
passage. 
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SECT.    III. 
Origin  of  the  present  points  in  the  New  Testammi. 

TF  it  be  asked,  whence  come  the  present  poiots  in  the 
New  Testament,  their  history  is  briefly  this ; 
It  is  possible,  and  perhaps  probable,  that  some  were 
used  in  the  first  collection,  that  was  made  of  the  books 
of  the  New  Testament     In  the  most  ancient  versions  I 
have  met  with  instances  of  false  translation,  which  seem 
to  have  been  occasioned  by  an  improper  arrangement  of 
the  stops,  and  where  different  translators  have  differently 
attempted   to.  evade  the    difficulty,    which  that  false 
arrangement  occasioned.    There  b  a  difficulty  attending 
Acts  X.  1,  2,  3.  as  it  is  at  present  stopped.    This  diffi- 
culty some  have  attempted  to  remove,  by  leaving  out 
HIT,  while  otherSf  among  whom  may  be  reckoned  the 
Syriac  and  the  Latin  translator,  have  rendered  the  passage 
as  if  they  had  found  ouroc  lAu  in  the  third  verse;  the  one 
having  \\^  (joi,  the  otl^er,   is   videt      Now  the  whole 
passage  would  be  clear,  if  we  divided  the  Greek  text  in 
the  following  manner :  Asm^  it  nc  nv  af  Kdu(r«f fM»  opQ/Amrk 

fVO'cCiK  x»i  f  oCovpciroc  TOP  S^i9v  9VM  Vftyri  ru  oiKif  avrov,  ir9i«» 
T£  iXfDfAoo-uyatc  voXXa^  rw  \»(f,     Kou  iiOfAiy^g  rou  ^iw  iuurmih'^ 

ro(  uti¥  c»  o(»iAciriy  x.  r .  X  ^.  It  is  therefore  not  impossible 
that  a  very  early  mistake  in  the  pointing  occasioned  these 
differences.  But  as  the  thought  is  new,  I  will  not  be 
positive>  but  submit  it  to  the  consideration  of  the 
learned. 

In  the  fourth  century,  Jerom  beg^n  to  add  the  conaaia 
and  colon  to  .the  Latin  version ;  and  they  were  thea 
inserted  in  many  more  ancient  manuscripts. 

In  the  fifth  century,  Euthalius,  a  deacon  of  Alexan- 
dria, divided  the  New  Testament  into  lines.  This  di* 
vision  was  regulated  by  the  sense,  so  that  each  line  ended 
where  some  pause  was  to  be  made  in  speaking.  And 
when  a  copyist  was  disposed  to  contract  his  space,  and 
therefore  crouded  the  lines  into  each  other,  he   tbea 

placed 
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placed  a  point,  where  Eutbalius  had  terminated  the 
line  ^. 

In  the  eighth  century,  the  stroke  was  invented  which 
we  call  a  comma '.  In  the  Latin  manuscripts/  Jerom's 
points  were  introduced  by  Paul  Warnfried  and  Aicuio, 
at  the  command  of  Charlemagne. 

In  the  ninth  century  the  Greek  note  of  interrogation  (;) 
was  first  used  '• 

At  the  invention  of  printing,  the  editors  placed  the 
points  arbitrarily^  probably  without  bestowing  the  neces* 
sary  attention ;  and  Stephens  in  particular  varied  his 
points  in  every  edition. 

As  this  section  is  only  an  extract  from  Rogalt's  Dis- 
sertation, I  refer  the  reader  to  that  for  a  proof  of  this 
history.  It  will  there  appear,  how  little  stress  is  to  be 
laid  upon  the  present  points  in  the  New  Testament,  and 
bow  much  they  are  mistaken,  who  argue  the  connection 
or  disjunction  of  words  from  the  consent  of  all  the 
editions. 

I  will  sulgoin  an  observation  with  respect  to  the  Codex 
Alexandrinus,  because  the  marks  of  distinction  in  this 
MS.  have  been  very  accurately  described,  and  lie  open, 
at  present,  to  the  view  of  every  readefr.  -  According  to 
Woide,  it  has  not  only  the  full  stop,  comma,  and  colon, 
but  likewise  a  kind  of  semicolon '''.  In  the  beginning  of 
a  new  section  it  has  likewise  longer  letters,  which  are 
prefixed,  not  always  to  the  first  word  in  the  section,  but 
sometimes  to  the  first  word  in  the  next  line :  for  instance, 
Mark  v.  25. 

auToy*     xaiyvvi|ouo'»fif 

Pu«'fi«i^«TOf £Ta J»^£x«t.  See  Woide*s  preface,  §  30^  3 1 . 


SECT.    IV. 


Of  obscure  passages  in  the  Greek  Testament ^  which  might 
be  rendered  clear  by  a  better  arrangement  of  the  stops. 

VTA  N  Y  obscurities  in  the  text  of  the  Greek  Testa- 
ment  have  been  occasioned  by  an  improper  posi- 
tion of  the  stops,  and  it  is  the  duty  of  every  commentator 
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to  rem^iedy  this  inconvenience  by  occasiopal  alterations, 
and   not  servilely   to  adhere  to   the  present  arrange- 
ment.    Bouyer,  in  his  Critical  Conjectures  of  the  New 
Testament,   has  noted   likewise  the  conjectures  of  the 
learned,  in  regard  to  the  position  of  the  stops  ".  It  is  true, 
that  variations  in  the  stops  do  not  properly  belong  to 
the  class  of  what  critics  call,  in  the  strict  sense  of  the  word, 
various  readings;  for  these  are   determined   by  actual 
evidence,  whereas  no  evidence  can  well  be  pi;Qdu(:ecl  with 
respect  to  the  stops,  since  the  most  ancient  m^niusQripts 
were  without  them  '*.     But  Bowyer  has  acted  very,  judi- 
ciously in  collecting  the  opinions  of  the  learned  on  the 
one  as  well  as  on  the  pther,^  and  by  so  doing  he  has  ren- 
dered his  work  indispensable  to  th^e  commentator,  as  well 
as  to  the  critic ;  though  the  former  perh^s  might  have 
wished  that.the  conjectural  emendations,  in  re^i^i  to  (he 
stops,  had  been  separated  from  those  which  respect  the 
readings.  ........ 

Of  passages  in  the  Greek  Testament,  which  h^ve  suf- 
fered through  false  stop'piqg,'  the:follQwing  is  arepiiark- 
able  instance, .and  is  ;ioted  by  Qowyer.  •  Matth.  v»  34. 
is  commonly   shopped  in  the  foUowmg  maqner^  ey^i  h 

Xiya  u/A»y,  jxd  ojmootai  oAia;*  puri  t¥  rb>  »(^if(ff  x.  r.  A.  where 

a  colon  being  placed  after  oAwc  confines  it  to  $1^09-^1,  and 
makes  the  sentence  expressive  of  a  command  to  take  an 
oath  in  no  case  whatsoever;  a  command,  which,  if  stiictJy 
followed,  would  in  a  great  measure  loosen  the  bands  of 
society*  The  person  who  signs  himself  R.  in  Bowyer's  Cri- 
tical Conjectures '^  proposes  therefore  to  reject  the  colon 
after  oA«c,  for   which  we   might  substitute   a.  comma, 
and  point  the  passage  as  follows,  iyu  it  x%y<a  ujeaiv,  /a«  ofAo- 
cdi  oXuf,  /iAi}rf  £v  TO)  agocm^  x.  r.  A.     According  to  this  ar- 
rangemen(the  meaning  of  the  passage  would  be,  '  But  I 
command  you  by  no  means  to  swear,  either  by  heaven, 
for  it  is  his  throne,  or  by  earth,  for  it  is  his  footstool,'  &c. 
The  command  of  Christ  therefore  applies  particularly  to 
the  abuse  of  oaths  among  the  Pharisees,  who  oh  every 
trivial  occasion  swore,  by  tlie  heaven^   the  earth,  *  the 
t^mp^e,  the  head,  &c.  but  it  implies  no  prohibition  to 
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take  an  oath  in  the  name  of  the  Deity,  on  solemn  and 
important  occasions. 

Numerous  ekantples  of  this '  kind  may  be  found  in 
Bowyer,  to  which  I  will  add  the  four  following  :  Luke  i. 

oTecTii,  X.  T.  y.  *  the  day  spring  from  on  high  hath  visited 
us,  to  give  light  to  them  that  ?sit  nh  darkness,'  &c.  is  a 
very  extraordinary  sentence,  because  the  expression  ava- 
ToAn  £g\\)/8^'see\ns  to  involve  a  contradiction.  But  this 
inconvenience  mayibe  entirely  remedied  merely  by  an 
alteration  in  the  stops,  and  by 'placing  them  in  the  fol- 
lowing manner :  iTtni^otro  nfAocf  a¥»roXny  t^  ui)/if;  tTnpwai 

TOK  w  «toTfi,  X.  r.  X.  for  the  passage  will  then  be  translated, 
'  the  day  spring  hath  visited  us,  to  shine  from  on  high 
to  -those  who  sit  in  darkness,'  &c.  Another  .passage, 
John  i.  8,  9,  10.  is  attended  with  no  inconsiderable  dif- 
ficulty, as  the  words  are  stopped  at  present,  which  diffi- 
culty  may  be  removed  by  placing  the  stops  as  follows  : 

Oux  nv  fxfiyof  TO  faq^  aXA*  ivx  [AOtfrvffi<rif  zrt^i  th  ftaroi  iv. 
To  ^f  TO  aXuOiifoy,  o  f carton  Trotyrob  a^iginroy  fp;^a/iA»ov  ng  ro» 
x9efA0¥f  ip  r(f  xoa-iJtM  nv,  x.  r.  A.  ^  He  was  not  that  light, 
but  was  to  bear  witness  of  that  light.  The  true  light^ 
Kvbich  lighteth  every  man  that  cometh  into  the  world, 
was  in  the  world,'  &c.  John  xiv.  1 1,  12.  should  be  stop-- 
ped  in  the  following  mnnner  ;  £»  it  [Am  ii»  rot  t^yx  aura 
wirium  f4oi,  a/4Dv  Xtyca  vfAty.  x.  r.  A.  *  But  if  ye  believe 
not  on  account  of  the  worRs  themselves,  I  assure  you  for 
certain,'  &c.'  -  John  xvii.  3.  where  I  think  Bowyer  has 
proposed  a  false  arrangement,  should  be  stopped  in  the 

following  manner  :   lya  yiPtfo-xvo-i  o-f ,  roy  (aovov  uXfiiipov  ^eoy, 

xai,  oir  «Tfrf»Aac  Inoiiy,  i  xs^foif.  '  That  they  may  ac- 
knowledge'thee,  .to  be  the  only  true  God,  and  Jesus 
whom  thou  hast  sent,  >  to  be  the  anointed.  Of  Acts  x. 
1 — 3.  I  have  jspoken  in  thepreceding  section.  Rom.  i. 
1 — 4«  has  been  hitherto  attended  with  an  almost  insu- 
perable difficulty,  and  I  have. been  sometimes  induced 
to  hazard  a  critical  conjecture,  >  in  order  to  remove  it ; 
but  I  have  since  foun(f  that  the  same  effect  may  be  pro- 
duced by  a  different  arrangement  of  the  stops.     In  order 
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to  make  this  matter  more  clear,  I  will  at  the  same  time 
divide  this  passage  into  four  portions,  differetit  from  its 
present  division  into  verses,  and  write  it  in  the  following 
manner : 

G£OT,  0  vf^tvnfyuXetro  <ria  tow  vf$fiiTtay  rnvru  c»  yf»fatg 

Vifi  TH  TIOT  avTH,   TS  yt99(ji^H9  f x  xnrffiAxrog  AaSii  K»ra 

x»r»  nNETMA  Arin£TNH£,   i^    «yar«irfwc    uk^w  ts 
xvfiH  fifAUiv  hura  X^irv. 

Paul,  a  servant  of  Jesus  Christy  called  to  be  €m  apostle^ 

separated  unto  the  Gospel. 

Of  God,  as  he  had  promised  afore  by  his  prophets  ia 

the  holy  scriptures^  which  Gospel  relates 

To  his  son,  who  in  respect  to  his  human  nature  was  of 

the  seed  of  Davids  but  in  effect  was  shewn  to  be  the 

son  of  God, 

Through  the  effusion  of  the  Holy  Spiriti  which  was 

given  after  the  Resurrectbn  of  our  LcMrd  Jesus  Christ 

from  the  dead. 

An  example  of  less  consequence  is  2  Cor,  v.  1 7*  Here 
I  would  propose  to  leave  out  the  comma  after  xt^sy^  and 
arrange  the  stops  in  the  following  manner :  it  nt  tp  xt^rf 
nrnvn  xtio-k,  tk  et^yuia,  va^ fiASfy^  *  if  any  mao  vbl  Christ  is 
a  new  creature,  old  things  are  passed  away/ 

No  part  of  the  whole  Bible  has  suffered  so  much  from 
a  false  arrangement  of  the  stops,  as  the  epistle  to  the 
EphesianS)  in  which  many  passages  have  been  thus  reo-^ 
dered  obscure,  and  even  deprived  of  in^nkig.  Indeed 
the  number  is  so  great  as  to  prevent  me  from  producing 
examples,  since  in  thi^  epistle  alone  there  are  at  least  tvt*o 
chapters,  in  which  it  would  be  necessary  to  make  i  totallj 
new  arrangement. 

I  would  divide  i  Tim.  iii.  l6.  in  the  following  man« 
ner:  dcoc  ifavt^^^  a  o-a^ki  ilikaitoS^,  W9  xffimtfkten  fl»^#«i 
nryiAoic.  *  God  was  revealed^  (that  is,  made  visible  to 
morialsX  was  punished  in   the  flesb|  (namelyi  io   the 

human 
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huflSM  body,  livhith  he  bad  assumed),  be  stiffisred  foi*  om* 
iniqiMty,  in  spirit  appeared  10  angek/  If  the  reading 
¥s^  be  pi*efermd  to  i«o<,  the  meaning  of  the  passage  is, 
^  He,  who  was  revealed  to  men,  suffered  in  his  body,  in 
spirit  appeared  to  angels.'  1  ha^  observed,  ch.  iv.  ^  1 4. 
chat  #maM»»is  aometitnes  used  in  the  sense  of  punio  ^\  and 
it  is  partioularljr  applied  to  capital  punishments,  to  which 
St.  ran),  alludes,  Rom.  vi.  7.  The  words  ^r^^  and  'enaffifa. 
likewise  aare  used,  i  Pet  iii.  1 8.  in  tlie  9ame  r»ense,  as  i 
have  bsfre  ascribed  to  ftem.  But,  at  many  of  my  readers 
win  perhaps  doubt  of  the  translation,  which  I  have  given 
of  the  abow-mentioned  pi^sage,  I  propose  it  only  to 
their  oonsiderationi  without  insidting  on  its  being  the  true 
one. 

In  my  remarks  on  the  epistle  to. tl^  Hebrews,  ch.  vi.  2. 
I  have  proposed  another  example.  Heb.  ix.  1 9.  also  a 
difficulty  may  be  removed  by  trandating  in  the  manner,- 
which  I  have  proposed,  p.  292.  of  the  new  edition,  in  the 
postscript  According  to  that  translation,  a  comma  must 
be  placed  sdter  fiiihw. 


SECT-    V. 
spaces  between  the  waHL 


JR*  VEN  the  blank  spates  at  the  eqd  of  words  are  trot 
ancient.  The  Greeks  formerly  wrote  their  words 
without  any  separation,  and  the  most  ancicntmanuscripts 
of  the  New  Testament  are  written  in  this  mamrer.  But 
those  of  a  later  dale  than  the  nmth  century  began  to 
leave  a  space  between  the  words  '*.  If  thcrdbre  it  yrtx^ 
to  be  asked,  whether  Rom.  vii.  14.  ought  to  be  read 
•tlb  jtAtv,  '  I  know/  or  orfte/Aii/,  *  we  know,'  whether  GaJ. 
1.  9*  should  be  v^ohj^dxajuifv,  or  td'^oiteiixde  jufi',  whether 
Philip  i.  1 .  should  be  read  roy  xirio^x^roK,  *  together  with 
the  bishops,'  or  crwirio^oiroK,  '  the  coadjutors  of  the  bi- 
shops;* these  quesdoDs  cannot  be  dedded  from  uur  adi- 
tttssci^ftfie  Greak  Testanienty  nor  horn  manutcripls,  oor 
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from  ancient  versions,  but  merely  by  the  sound  rules  of 
interpretation.  The  following  is  an  instance,  in  which 
a  different  division  of  the  letters,  from  that  which  is  at 
present  received,  would  make  a  passage  clear,  that  is  now 
obscure.  After  all  the  pains  which  have  been  taken  by 
the  commentators,  the  words  o  \oyof  o  tfjbof  •»  xj^ft^  i» 
v|A^y  are  still  attended  with  some  obscurity.  Periiaps  «v 
X^(^^  should  be  written  wj^  imci,  \  non  manet,'  ufi»  being 
derived  from  tofa,  '  tempus.  See  Stephaoi  Thesaurus, 
VoL  IV*  p.  795.  But  as  u(w  is  a  very  unusual  word, 
it  did  not  occur  to  the  transcribers,  when  the  practice 
was  first  introduced  of  writing  the  words  with  intervals 
between  them,  and  they  consequently  made  a  false 
division  '*• 


SECT.    VI. 

The  Iota  subscriptum  is  suspidous. 

r\V  the  Iota  subscriptum*,  see  Majoris  Epist  de  loto- 
rvim  subscriptione  suspecta,  eorumque  prassertim  ex 
nummis  perpetuo  exilio.     Kiel.  1688. 

There  is  no  instance  among  the  ancient  Greeks  of  their 
writing  the  iota,  in  the  form  of  a  point,  or  <a  small  stroke 
under  a    letter,    except  the   few  instances  quoted   by 
Reinesius  in  his  Syntagma  antiquarum  inscriptionum, 
which  however  he  has  not  copied  himself.  Hence  Major 
conjectures,  that  it  was  only  added  by  travellers,  who 
furnished  Reinesius  with  inscriptions  from  ancient  monu- 
ments.    But  we  are  not  concerned  about  the  form  of  it 
so  much,  as  about  the  iota  itself ;  and  it  cannot  be  de- 
nied, that  the  ancient  Greeks  sometimes  wrote  a  com- 
mon iota  in  those  places,  where  we  write  the  iota  sub» 
scriptum,  or  instead  of  it,  they  wrote  a  figure  somewhat 
i^sembliog  the  figure  (6) :  and  sometimes  wholly  omitted 

the 

*  We  commonly  call  it  Iota  Bubscriptum,  though  in  some  of  the 
manuscripts  it  is  written  over  the  letters.  See  p.  d^,  of  the  Prefiic* 
to  Hwiid's  treatise  de  codiceLambeciano  34. 
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the  iota  '^.  He  .alleges  instances  of  both  ways  of  writ- 
ing it.  He  himself,  bad  a  medal  with  the^  inscription, 
THAPETH,  and  Vaillant,  Tom.  H.  numb.  Imp.  p.  25. 
describes  a  medal  with  the  inscription  KAICAPI  CE^ 
BACTA  KPHTEC.  On  the  other  hand,  Cuper,  in  his 
Expoditio  marmorum  antiquorum,^  quotes  from  an  an^ 
cient  monument, 

A<^POilITHI 

eEAI  nANAFAeXlI  '^ 

It  seems  to  me,  that  the  Greeks,  in  conformity  to  their 
language  at  that  time,  omitted  the  iota  in  writing;  and 
when  they  used  it,  they  did  this  in  imitation  of  antiquity, 
or  it  was  an  Archaism,  which  was  common  in  medals 
and  on  monuments  '^  The  most  ancient  manuscripts, 
the  Alexandrine,  for  instance,  and  that  of  St  Germain, 
have  not  the  least  trace  of  an  iota  subscriptum.  Nor  has 
the  Codex  Stephani «,  according  to  Griesbach,  p.  Ixvii.  of 
his  Symbols,  either  iota  subscriptum,  or  postscriptum  ^*. 
In  the  margin  of  the  Philoxenian  version  likewise  the 
Greek  words  are  written  without  it:  for  instance  Matth.  ii. 
17.  V.  41.  xxii.  29.  xxvi.  23.  xxvii.  59.  Markxii.  34.  &c. 
Probably  therefore  the  Apostles  did  not  use  it;  and  in 
^swering  the  question,  whether  a^Kyxn  in  Rom.  xiii.  5. 
be  the  nominative  or  the  dative  case,  recourse  must  be 
had,  not  to  the  iota  subscriptum,  or  to  the  omission  of  it, 
but  to  the  rules  of  construction. 


SECT.    VII. 

The  Spiritus  aaper  is  suspicious. 

npHE  Spiritus  asper,  or  that  mark,  which  corresponds 
to  the  JLatin  H,  was  undoubtedly  in  use  among  \hm 
ancient  Greeks.  Their  H  was  at  first  a  Spiritus  asper, 
and  was  taken  from  the  Hebrew  n,  and  was  retained  in 
the  same  figure  H  in  the  Latin.  The  Greek  H  was  used 
in  ancient  monuments,  instead  of  a  Spiritus  asper,  and 
the  same  letter  stands  for  100,  because  they  wrote  the 
word  ««ror  thus,  HEKATON". 

But 
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Biit  it  is  abo  certain,  that  the  ancient  Gi^ciaos  did  not 
judge  it  necessary  always  to  express  this  ais^iration  upon 
their  monuments.  Thus  upon  a  medal  of  the  Tynans  we 
find  lEPAC  **.  See  the  above  quoted  essay  of  Major, 
p.  24.  And  the  Spnitus  lenis  is  not  at  aB  to  be  met  wMi 
in  any  Grecian  monuments  or  medds  ^'. 

In  those  manuscripts,  in  which  these  aspkations  occur, 
they  are  thus  expressed  **  : 

Spiritus  lenis  '  or  j  or  3 
Spiritus  asper '  or  (,  or  C 

It  is  therefore  very  doubtful,  whether  the  latter  aspirar 
tion  was  in  common  use  in  the  time  of  the  Apostles ;  and 
it  becomes  much  more  doubtfiii,  wben  we  consider,  that 
the  most  ancient  versions  so  frequently  con&und  avruu 
with  wirWf  that  both  words  seem  to  have  been  written 
without  any  aspiration. 


t*i^      f-fii  i 


SECT.    VIII. 


AU  the  accents  if  the  New  Testament  are  spurious^ 

^VU'  £  come  now  to  the  Accents,  the  difference  of  which 
is  so  often  made  to  determine  the  different  signifi- 
cation of  Greek  words.    The  questions  upon  this  subject 
are  two, 

1.  Whether  the  ancient  Grecians  ever  pronounced 
their  language  according  tO  accent  ? 

2.  Whether  the  accents  in  the  N«w  Testament  have 
been  added  by  the  authors  of  the  books  themselves^  or 
by  mhers  ? 

As  to  the  first  question,  some  tcrtaliy  reject  the  ac- 
cents, on  the  supposition  that  they  would  confoond 
the  quantity,  as  it  is  determined  b^  the  rules  of  |>ro- 
Body.  Hente  Beza,  Bcaliger,  <rer.  Jo.  Vossius,  de  arte 
Grammatica,  Lib.  11.  p.  174.  Isa.  Vbssius,  de  poe^ 
matun^  cantu  et  viribus  thytbtnii,  p*  23*  ^^  SiEdmasiiis  in 
Epistola  ad  Sarravium  have  rejected  them.    Hetimnius 

has 
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has  distinguished  himself  on  the  same  side  fti  a  book 
entitled,  Sxx^vir/Aoc  o^OwiJoc,  seu  dissertatio  paradoxa,  ' 
Graecam  linguam  non  esse  pronuntiandam  secundum 
accentus,  1664.  This  last  has  been  aQswer^d  by  Jo. 
Rud.  Wetstein,  in  bis  Dissertatio  epistolica  de  BCGen«> 
tibus  Griecorum,  printed  in  his  Dissertationes  de  lin<tbtt 
gracae  grteca  et  genuina  pronuntiatione,  Amst.  i685. 
He  evinces  by  sufficient  arguments^  that  the  Greeks, 
long  before  the  birth  of  Chnst,  regulated  their  pronun- 
ciation by  accents,  very  much  tike  those  that  are  now 
in  use  *.  But  he  at  the  same  time  admits^  that  there  is. 
in  some  respects,  a  diflR^rence  betwixt  the  ancient  and 
modern  accents ;  that  the  old  grammarians  were  at  war 
upon  the  subject  of  accents,  and  never  came  to  a  treaty 
of  peace ;  and  that  accents  were  not  used,  except  in  the 
.schools  oif  grammarians,  who  made  use  of  them  in  reading 
the  old  poets  **. 

The  principal  objection,  that  accents  do  not  coincide ' 
with  the  prosody  of  the  Greek  poets,  and  are  therefore 
to  be  considered,  as  a  <iiiodern  corruption  of  the  Greek 
language^  has  been  removed  by  the  dissertation  of  Pro- 
fessor Gesner,  De  accentuum  genuina  pronuntiatione^ 
printed  in  1 755.  His  opinion  amounts  to  thb,  that  the 
accents  do  not  at  all  determine  which  syllable  U  to  t>e 
pronounced  longest;  that  the  accent^  for  instance,  of 
Mfwito;  being  placed  on  the  first  syllable,  does  not 
oblige  us  to  pronounce  the  wiord  as  a  dactyl ;  that  as  tiie 
Greeks  spake  more  musically  than  we,  they  pronounced 
some  syllables  mone  distinctly  than  others;  that  the^ 
raised  their  tone  and  dropped  it ;  and  that  the  elevation 
and  fall  of  the  tone  was  determined  by  the  accents  ^^ 
His  opinion  seems  to  me  very  probable,  and  we  need 
only  hear  a  native  of  Hungary  speak  his  own,  or  this 
German  language  distincdy,  and  we  shall  find)  that  be 
pronounces  the  syllables  strictly  according  to  prosodical 

qaantityi 

^  There  are  accent*  ki  some  of  the  manuscripts  which  have  been 
discovered  in  the  rmns  of  Iler^ulaneam.  See  Hwiid  Libellas  criticus 
de  codice  Lambeciano  34,  on  the  tiUe-page. 
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quantity,  and  yet  raises  some  syllables,^  which  are  not  tlie 
longest  in  the  word.  I  cannot.express  myself  so  clearly^to 
the  reader,  as  I  might,  if  my  paper  could  speak  ^'. 

As  to  the  second  question,  the  bos^t  advocates  for  ac- 
cents have  not  contended,  that  the  arfcient  Grecians  obde 
use  of  them  in  common  books,  much  -  less  in  letters,  but 
only  in  their  schools ;  and  they  are  not  .at  all  to  be  met 
M'ith  in  the  copies  of  the  New  Testament  still  extant, 
which  are  antecedent  tQ  the  eighth  century,  andiiut  seldom 
in  those,  which  are  more  modem  ^.  1  cannot  therefore 
admit,  that  the  accents  jn  the  New  Testament  were'writtea 
try  the  Apostles.  They  were  probably  first.  <added  by 
Euthalius,  in  the  year  458.  See  Wetstein's  Prolegomena, 

P-73- 

^^——1 1        ■  ■  ■    11     » I  ■ 

SECT.    IX. 

Of  the  ancient  and  modem  cheers. 

T^  H  £  ancients  divided  the  l!|jaw  Testament  into  two 
kinds  of  chapters,  some  longer  and  some  shorter.  See 
Simons'  Hist  crit.  du  Texte  du  Nov.  Test.  ch.  33.  and 
Martiar  ay's  Prolegomena  to  the  edition  of  the  old  Ladn 
version  of  St.  Mat£ew.  The  longer  kind  of  chapters  M*ere 
called  in  Greek  nrAoi,  and  the  Latin  breves,  and  the  table 
of  the  contents  of  each  breVis,  which  was  prefixed  to  the 
copies  of  the  New  Testament,  was  called  breviarium. 
The  shorter  chapters  were  called  xff  a^«ift,  capitula,  and 
the  list  of  them  was  called  capitulatio. 

This  method  of  dividing  is  of  very  great  antiquity,  and 
Simon,  p.  427.  refers  to  some  of  the  earliest  fathers  of  the 
church,  who  make  mention  of  it.  It  appears  to  have  been 
more  ancient  than.  Jerom,  among  other  arguments,  from 
this,  that  he  expunged  a  passage  out  of  the  New  Testa- 
ment, which  makes  an  entire  chapter ;  it  is  that  which  I 
|iave  printed  in  this  Introduction  at  the  end  of  chap.  vi. 
sect.  9.  This  was  before  his  time  the  twentieth  brevis,  and 
the  seventy-fifth  capitulum,  in  the  old  Latin  version. 

But 
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But  there  were  formerly  many  of  these  divisions,  and 
none  of  them  was  received  by  the  whole  church.  St. 
Matthew,  for  instance,  contains,  according  to  the  old 
breviaria,  28  breves,  but  according  to  Jerom  68.  Jerom 
divides  his  Gospel  into  355  capitula,  others  into  74, 
others  into  88,  others  into  1 1 7,  the  Syriac  version  into  - 
76,  and  Erpenius's  edition  of  the  Arabic  into  101. 
One  of  these  divistons,  however,  was  more  approved  than 
the  rest,  for  Eusebius  regulated  his  canon  of  the  four  * 
Gospels  by  it,  and  Jerom  likewise  made  use  of  it.  Tatian 
is  said  to  have  been  the  author  of  it,  with  respect  to  the 
breve3,  and  Ammonius,  who  lived  at  Alexandria  in  the 
third  century,  with  respect  to  the  capitula'^  See  Rumpssi 
Com.  critica  ad  libros  Nov.  Test.  p.  132.  According 
to  this  division  St.  Matthew  contains  6%  brevies,  and  355 
capitula;  St.  Mark  48  breves, >and  234  capitula;  St. 
Luke  83  breves,  and  342  capitula ;  and  St.  John  1 8  . 
breves,  and  231  capitula.  All  the, Evangelists  together 
217  breves,  and  1126  capitula''. 

The  division  of  the  epistles  was  later,  and  all  that  is 
observable  in  them  is,  that  the  number  of  the  chapters 
is  continued  in  one  series  throughout  St.  Paul's  epistles, 
because  they  are  considered  as  one  book  ^\ 

But  this  whole  division  was  laid  aside,,  and  the  famous 
Cardinal  Hugo  de  S.  Caro  introduced  the  chapters  now 
ID  use  '^  This  eminent  commentotor  lived  in  the  twelfth 
century,  and  published  a  Biblia  cum  postilla..  This. is  the 
first  Bible  divided,  into  the  usual  chapters,  which,  be  sub- 
divided again  by  adding  in  the  margin  the  letters  A,  fi, 
C,  D,  £,  F,  for  the  convenience  of  quotations  and  re- 
ferences ^\  As  Rumpaeus  has  treated  fully  of  this  mat- 
ter ill  his  Comm.  crit  ad  libros  Nov.  Test,  sect  35.  I 
shall  add  nothing  further  upon .  it,  except  only  this, 
that  our  chapters  are  only  helps  for  the  more  easily  find- 
iof  passages  quoted  from  the  New  Testament,  but  that 
whoever  reads  the  Bible  by  single  chapters,  will  be 
often  in  the  dark,  and  at  a  loss  for  the  meaning  of  the 
Apostles,  since  the  chapters  often  end,  abi^uptiy  in  the 
middle  of  a  connected  discourse :  for  instance  Epb.  t..j. 
and' Col.  iv.  1. 


5i>6  Murks  ^Dktmction,  tud      chay.  xiii. 


SECT.    X. 

C^ih^  ancknt  division  of  the  New  Testament  into  Unes, 

or  verses. 

9 

np  H  £  ancients  bad  two  kinds  of  v^rses^  one  of  whioh 
they  call  rix**>  ^^  ^^  other  f  i^«r«. 

2ti;(oi  were  only  lines,  which  contained  a  certain  num- 
ber ot  letters*  and  therefore  often  broke  off  in  the  middle 
of  a  word.  It  was  by  these  stichi  or  lines,  that  the  size 
of  books  was  nieasured.  Josepbus's  twen^  books  of 
Jewish  Antiquities  contained  6o»ooo  of  them,  though 
in  Ittigius's  edition  those  books  coi^sist  of  no  mors  than  * 
40,000  broken  lines.  If  I  remenibar  right,  Rogall,  in 
his  Dissert,  de  interpunotione  Nov.  Test,  mistakes  these 
lines  for  commas  '^ 

In  order  to  understand  this,  we  should  have  a  clear 
idea  of  the  ancient  manner  of  wiiting.  They  divided 
their  leaves  very  exactly  by  lines,  upon  which  they  wrote; 
each  leaf  had  the  same  number  of  lines,  and  each  line 
the  dame  number  of  letters.  We  still  discover  in  some 
niaDuscripl3  the  lines  by  which  they  wrote.  Six  or 
eight  of  these  leaves  were  jdined  together,  and  the  for- 
mer were  called  ten^o,  the  latter  quatemio.  See  Simon's 
Hiat.  crit.  du  Texte  du  N.  T.  p.  420.  and  Wetstein's 
Prolegomena,  p.  2.  It  was  easy  by  these  means  to 
determine  with  greft  accuracy  the  size  of  books. 

Piy*«v«  were  lines  which  were  measured  by  the  sense. 
Of  these  I  have  treated  already  in  the  2'  section. 
Simon,  in  his  Hist  crit.  du  Texte  du  Nov.  Test,  detects 
a  strange  error  of  Cfoius  ip  his  Observationes  sacrse  in 
Nov.  Test,  notwithstanding  RuropsBus  transcribes  fiom 
Croius,  that  these  ^h/mva  were  words.  It  is  surprizing 
that  these  men  could,  without  being  astonished  at 
what  they  wrote,  affirm,  that  St.  Matthew  contained 
252a  words,  and  2560  vemes.    According  to  an  andant 

5  written 
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written  list^  which  we  have  in  Simoo,  p.  423.  thcro  wen 
of  these  (fifMrm  ^^  in 

St.  Matthew      -    -  2600  1  Epist.  to  Timothy  208 

St  Mark      -    -    -1600  2  Epist.  to  Timothy  288 

St  Luke      -    -    -  2900  Epistle  to  Titus      -  140 

St.  John       -    -    -  2000  Epistle  to  Philemon  50 

The  Acts     -    -    -  2600  1  Epistle  of  Peter  -  200 

Epist.  to  the  Romans  1040  2  Epistle  of  Peter  -  140 

1  Epist.  to  the  Co-1     g  Epist.  of  James  220 
rinthians  ^-    -    -j  1  Epbtle  of  John  -  220 

2  Epist.  to  the  Co,1  2  Epistle  of  John  -  20 
rinth.  70,  or  ratherj     '^  3  Epistle  of  John  -  20 

Galatians  -  -  -  350  Epist.  of  Jude  -  -  60 
£phe»ians  -  -  -  575  Revelation  -  -  -  1 200 
Colossians    -    -    -     251  ■ 

Total  18,612 

Though  I  have  transcribed  this  list,  I  have  no  in- 
clination to  warrant  it;  for  the  many  round  or  even 
numbers  render  it  veiy  suspicious. 

It  was  the  custom  formerly  to  place  these  lists  at  the 
end  of  the  books,  that  the  reader  might  see  whether  any 
thing  had  been  omitted  by  the  copyists.  And  in  this 
respect  it  may  be  affirmed,  that  if  the  primitive  Chris- 
tians did  not  number  the  words,  they  numbered  the 
letters  of  the  New  Testament  ^. 


■^•s 


SECT-    XL 
Of  the  present  verses. 

HP  H  £  Verses,  into  which  the  New  Testament  is 
now  divided,  are  more  modem,  and  an  imitation 
of  the  division  of  the  Old  Teatament ;  Robert  Steveni, 
the  first  inventor,  introduced  them  in  his  editbn  of  the 
year  1551.  He  made  this  division  on  a  journey  from 
Lyons  to  Paris,  and,  as  bis  son  Henry  tells  us,  in  the 
preface  to  the  Concordance  of  the  New  Testament,  he 
made  it  inter  equitandum.  I  apprehend  this  must  mean, 
that  when  he  was  weary  of  riding,  be  amused  himself 

wilh 
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with  this  work  at  hb  iqd.  The  wild  and  indigested  inven- 
tion of  the  learned  printer  was  soon  introduced  into  all 
the  editions  of  the  New  Testament ;  and  it  must  be  con- 
fessed, that,  in  quoting  and  consulting  the  Bible,  there 
is  great  use  in  the  division  into  verses.     At  least  no  Con- 
cordance could  have  been  made,  if  the  New  Testament 
had  not  been  subdivided  into  smaller,  parts.     But  the  in- 
terpretation of  this  sacred  book  has  suffered  greatly  by 
this  division.     For,  not  to  mention  that  Stephens  often 
ends  a  verse  at  the  wroncr  place,  against  the  sense  of  the 
passage,  the  division  itself  is  quite  contrary  to  tlie  nature 
of  the  epistles,  which  are  connected ;  whereas  separate 
verses  appear  to  the  eyes  of  the  learned,  and  to  the  minds 
of  the  unlearned,  as  so  many  detached  sentences.     Hence 
arose  the  custom  of  explaining  each  verse  separately, 
which  has  sometimes  produced  a  very  false  interpretatiou. 
Rud.  Wetstein  and  Chr.  Fr.  Sinner  have  shewn  this  in- 
convenience, in  particular  dissertations,  De  distinctioni- 
bus  Nov.  Test,  and  Rumpseus,  in  his  Comm.  crit  in 
Nov.  Test  sect.  37.  enumerates  the  other  complainants 
on  this  head,  among  whom  we  must  reckon  Mr.  Locke, 
in  hts  essay  for  the  understanding  of  St  Paul's  epistles. 
It  is  to  be  wished,  that  the  verses  had  been  formed,  not 
from  the  sense,  but  from  the  number  of  letters,  like  the 
stichi  of  the  ancients,  for  in  that  case,  they  could  not 
have  done  such  violence  to  the  meaning  of  the  author. 
However,  it  is  now  become  necessary,  unless  we  resolve 
to  render  useless  all  the  theological  works  hitherto  pub- 
lished, to  abide  by  Stephens's  division,  and  only  to  take 
care,  in  editions  of  the  New  Testament,  not  to  break  off 
the  line  with  the  verse.     The  verses  may  be  continued 
without  interruption,  and  the  Bible  may  be  rendered 
equally  useful  for  references,  by  printing  the  numbers 
in  the  margin,  as  Bengel  has  done  in  his  edition  of  the 
Greek  Testament''. 

END    OF   VOL,    II.    PAET   I. 
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NOTE    S. 


CHAPTER    VII. 

Critical  review  of  the  ancient  versions  of  the 

New  Testament. 

SECT.   I. 

PAGE    I. 

1.  TN  the  Philosophical  Transactions  for  the  year  1699, 
X  Vol.  xxi.  p.  359 — 365,  is  an  eSsay  entitled,  A  cal- 
culation of  the  credibility  of  human  testimony.  This  hint 
has  been  taken  by  the  learned  Knittel,  who  in  his  coni-^ 
mentary  on  a  fragment  of  Ulphilas,  p.  169 — 197,  has 
examined  by  mathematical  rules  the  evidence,  for  and 
against  the  readings  of  the  Greek  Testament,  and  applied 
for  that  purpose  even  Algebraical  series. 

PAGE  3. 

2.  Dr.  Michaelis,  the  father  of  our  author,  who,  de- 
voted hia  whole  life  to  the  study  of  the  Polyglot,  cautions 
every  collector  of  various  readings  not  to  take  them  from 
the  Latin  translations  of  the  Oriental  versions,  but  he 
censures  not  these  translations,  so  highly  as  our  author. 
Istas  interpretationes  Latinae  sunt,  vel  ad  sensum  magis 
quam  ad  literas  et  verba  comparatas,  vel  suis  subinde 
laborant  naevis. 

C.  B.  M  ichaelis  Tractatio  critica  de  var.  lec- 
tionibus  N.  T.  §  32. 

Vol.il  Li.  -    PACE 
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3.  See  Frabricii  Bibliotheca  Graeca,  Tom.  IV.  p.i  91 — 
203,  and  Waltoni  Prolegom.  v.  x.  xiii,  xiv,  xv,  xvi. 
An  accurate  account  of  the  versions  of  the  Bible,  both 
ancient  and  modern,  is  given  in  Walch^  Bibliotheca 
Theologica,  Tom.  iv.  p.  47 — 1 66.  But  the  most  com- 
plete description,  especially  of  the  various  editions,  is  in 
Le  Long's  Bibliotheca  sacra,  ed.  Masch,  Pars  II.  Tom. 
I.  II.  III.  This  excellent  edition,  which  is  by  far  the 
best,  was  published  at  Halle,  in  6  Vols.  4to,  1778 — 
1790. 

SECT.    11. 

PJiGE  4. 

1.  Dn  Hirt^s  Orientalische  Bibliotheky  or  Oriental 
Library,  was  a  periodical  publication  begun  in  1772  and 
closed  in  1773,  it}  was  printed  at  Jena,  and  consists  of 
8  vols.  8vo.  Extracts  will  be  given  from  this  work  when* 
ever  our  author  particularly  refers  to  it. 

PAGE  5. 

2.  The  Syriac  name  \^ua^  signifies  not  only  simpleK, 
but  rectus,  being  derived  from  «^Aa  extendit.  It  is  pro- 
bable therefore  that  the  Syrians  intended  to  express,  bj 
Peshito,  the  correct  or  faithful  version. 

PAGl!   6.     « 

3.  Instead  of  the  expressions 7*^  sacerdos,  ^l*^  ^J"^ 
ox  j^  pf^  princeps  sacerdotum,  and  *^j^  sacerdo* 
tium;  which  are  used  in  the  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews^  m 
the  Arabic  version  published  by  Erpenius,  the  words 
iff^fuf,  «f;(ii(fvf  and  ^f^tfruM  are  rendered  in  the  Ambic 
of  the  Polyglot  by  (j*^,  *%^  u*t»/t  and  CMjT^^i 
in  the  episUe  to  the  Hebrews,  as  well  as  in  the  otiier 
books  of  the  N.  T.  When  our  author  says  that  the 
sense  of  sacerdos  is  not  ascribed  toj^  in  the  Arabic 
Lexicons^  he  must  mean  those;  which  were  written  by 
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native  Arabs^  for  this  sense  is  ^ven  it  in  the  Lexicon 
Heptaolotton.  *' 

4.  Our  author  liere  observes  that  VDD  when  followed 
by  the  prefix  a  signifies  *  to  obey.'  The  direct  or  ob- 
lique government  therefore  of  yoD  is  attended  with  the 
same  distinction,  as  in  tbe  Latin  word  ausculto. 

5.  The  title  of  this  work  is,  I.  D.  Michaelis  Gramma? 
tica  Syriaca,  Hal®  1 784. 

PAGE  7* 

6.  That  the  Syriac  translator  of  the  Epistle  to  the 
Hebrews  rendered  vei;  /uur  u  o-v,  ty»  •'d/ai^ oy  yvytrfvma  at 
ch.  i.  5*  b^  r^T^  |ivnr  }j]  Aj|  w^^  without  having  re- 
course to  the  Syriac  version  of  4PsaIm  ii.  7.  is  not  only 
possible,  as  this  is  the  literal  and  obvious  translation  of 
tbe  Greek,  but  even  probable,  because  the  words  imme- 
diately preceding  are  |oi!^^^]  Axit  Deus,  whereas  in 
the  passage  of  the  Psalm^  we  find  not  joi^  but  ^^ 
dominus. 

7.  Heb. !.  1 3.  the  reading  is  ,  -  V^  /u^Z  sub  pedibus 
tuis.  Psalm  ex.  1.  ^  -^^^  pecfibus  tuis. 

8.  It  is  true  that  the  Syriac  text  Heb.  ii.  6 — 8.  is  so 
different  from  the  Syriac  text  Psalm  viii.  5 — 8.  (viz.  to 
fhe  beginning  of  v.  8.)  that  they  are  undoubtedly  inde- 
pendent translations.  But  the  reason  which  our  author 
assigns,  for  the  necessity  of  a  new  translation  in  the  epistle 
to  the  Hebrews,  is  not  so  obvious,  for  whoever  compares 
the  Greek  and  Syriac  texts,  Psalm  viii.  5 — 8.  will  find 
that  they  express  precisely  the  same  sense,  and  that  the 
whole  difference  consists  in  the  difference  of  the  idiom$. 

■ 
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9*  Moses  brought  with  bim  two  manuscripts  of  the 
Syriac  version.  Storr  de  vers.  Syr.  p.  19.  But  these 
two  MSS.  were  probably  not  duplicates  of  the  whole 
Syriac  Testament  but  only  two  different  volumes,  the 
one  containing  the  Gospels,  the  other  the  Acts  and  the 
epistles.  The  former  is  still  preserved  in  the  imperial 
library  at  Viennai  and  noted  Codex  Lambecii  258,  as 
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is  related  by  Adler^n  his  Bibliscli-critische  Reise,  p.  13. 
Le  Long,  in  his  Bibl.  sacra,  T#ni/I.  p.  101.  ed.  Paris. 
1723,  or  P.  -I.  p.  189.  ed.  Boern^r,  relates  on  the  autho- 
rity of  Masius,   that  ifr  was  written  at  Mosul  on   the 

10.  Widmanstad^  in  the  {yefece  to  his  edition  of  the 
6yriac  N.  T.  sign,  a  *  *  *  3,  (tfie  pages  of  the  preface 
are  not  numbered)  relate  that  he  began  to  learn  the  ru- 
diments of  Syriacin  1529  from  Theseus  Ambrosius,  a 
learned  civilian,  wifo  had  been  instructed  in  that  language 
by  the  three  Syrian  priests,  Acurius,  Moses,  and  Helias, 
Avho  were  sent  as  deputies  from  Syria  to  the  Lateran 
council  held  under  Leo  X.  ^ 

11.  In  support  of  t^e  assertion  that  Widmanstad  was 
assisted  by  Postell,  Dr.  Hirt  appeals  to  his  Cosmogra- 
phia,  in  prsef.  ad  Imperatorem  Ferdinandum^  Basileas 
156^  4to. 

PAGE  9. 

1 2.  The  edition  of  WidiAanstad  has  no  date  on  the 
title  page,  which  is  the  reason  why  many  of  the  learned, 
not  excepting  Schaaf,  were  led  into  error  by  the  date  an- 
nexed to  the  arms  of  the  printer.  Bilt  no  doubt  can  be 
made  that  1555  is  the  true  date,  as  it  is  repeated  in 
several  places.  1 .  The  preface  addressed  to  the  Emperor 
Ferdinand  is  subscribed  Viennae  Austriacae  v.  Id,  Januar. 
Anno  M.D.LV.  2.  The  address  of  the  Emperor  print- 
ed immediately  before  the  Gospel  of  St.  Matthew  is 
signed,  Anno  a  Christo  nato  m.d.lv.  3.  At  the  end 
of  the  Gospel  of  St.  Matthew,  fol.  34,  we  find  Viennae 

Aijstriacae  xiiii  Februarii,  Anno  xvT^a  Christi  nativitate 
steculi  quinquagesimo  quinto.  The  date  1555  is  like- 
wise repe^ed  at  the  beginning  and  end  of  the  other  Gos- 
pelSy  at  the  end  of  the  Epistles  of  St  Paul,  and  of  the 
Acts  of  the  Apostles,  at  th«  beginning  of  the  Epistle  of 
St.  James,  and  lastly  at  the  end  of  the  volume  is,  Ad 
hunc  exitum  perductum  est  divinum  hoc  opus  anno  a 
Christi  nativitate  m.d.lv.  xxvii.  Septembnis.  In  those 
copies,  in  which  the  arms  of  the  printer  are  not  stamped, 
the  reverse  of  the  title-leaf  is  a  blank  page. 

13.  The 
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13.  The  German  title  of  thi?  work  is  Nachrichtvon 
dner  Hallischen  Bibliothek.  It  was  a  perioSical  publica-' 
tion  by  Dr.  Baumgarten,  priMed  betwt;6n  the*years  1 748- 
and  1751,  in  eight  vols.  8vo/  But  the  account  there 
given  of  the  Wid mansta^  ^ Aion,  is  not  so  accurate^  as 
that  given  by  Dr.  Hirt.        *      •     • 

14.  The  account  ^ven  by  Dr.  Hirt  of  the  Widfnanstad 
•edition  of  the  Sjrriac  N.  T.  is^in  his  Orientalische  Bibli- 
othek, Vol.  II.  p.  260—288.  Vol.  III.  p.  257 — 268. 
Vol.  IV.  p.  317 — 341,  and  Vol.  V.  p.  '^-»40.  In  the' 
second  of  these  places  the  description  is  critical,  in  the 
other  three  chiefly  historical :  but  as  the  nature  of  the 
subject  hardly  ad«kits  an  esrtr^t,  and  a  translation  of 
the  whole  would  swell  these  notes  to  a  ^disproportionate 
size,  I  must  Confine  the  description  to  the  few  following 
particulars.  The  tirst  six  lines  of  the  title-page  are  Sy- 
^ac,  in  the  Estrangelo  character,  the  two  last  of  which  are 
printea  in  smaller  letters.  They  are  immediately  fol- 
lowed by  the  Latin  translation  Liber  sacrosancti  Evan-' 
gelii  de  Jesu  Christo  Domino  et  Deo  nostro.  Reliqua 
hoc  codice  comprehensa  pagina  proxima  indicabit.  Un- 
der this  translation  is  Div.  Ferdinandi  Rom.  Imperatoris 
designatijussuetliberalitate,  characteribus  «t  lingua  Syra 
Jesu  Christo,  vernaculh,  divino  ipsius  ore^consecrata,  et 
Johanne  Evangelista  Hebraica  dicta  scriptorio  prelo  dili- 
genter  exprestf.  At  the  bottom  of  the  page  is  another 
line  in  the  Estrangelo  character,  with  the  Latin  transla- 
tion, Principium  sapientias  timer  Domini.  The  work  is 
handsiomeiy  printed  in  quarto.  At  the  end  of  this  Syriac 
N.  T.  (that  is,  immediately  after  the  firSt  epistle  of  St. 
John,  the  two  last  epistles  with  that  of  St.  Jude,  and  the 
book  of  Revelation,  as  well  as  the  second  epistle  of  St 
Peter,  making  no  part  of  the  Syrian  canon)  are  two 
ftbles  of  lessons,  the  ofte  from  the  Gospels,  the  other  frorh 
the  epi^les,  appointed  to  be  read  in  the  Syrian  church 
on  Sundays  and  holy  days  throughout  the  whole  year. 
Lastly,  the  two  celebrated  passages  John  vii.  53 — viij.  1 1. 
and  i  John  v.  7.  are  wanting.  This  i-are  and  valu- 
able edition  therefore  may  be  considered  as  a  pert'ect 
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pattero  of  that  genuine  PesbitOy  nvbich  capuot  be  said  of 
any  subsequent  edition.  This  is  likewise  confirmed  by 
Adler  in  \m  ¥arsiones  Syqacce,  who  after  baving  de- 
scribed eight  MSS.  of  the  old  Syriac  version  says,  p.  i  g. 
In  paucis  qusD  evolvi  locis  puliam  ab  editione  Viennensi 
(^iscrepantiam  reperi.  The  origin  and  progress  of  this 
edition  «iay  be  seen  at  length  in  L,e  Long  BibUotbeca 
sacra^  ed.  Masch,  Pars  II.  V'ol.  I.  p.  71 — 79. 

15.  This  catalogue  of  Errata  is  printed  at  the  end 
of  the  Pref^^e^t  immediately  before  the  Gospel  of  St. 
Matthew,  and  contains  only  those,  which  had  been  mi^de 
in  the  four  Gos|pels.  With  respect  to  the  various  read- 
ings printed  in  the  inidsf  of  these  Egata,  Widmanstad 
himself  in  the  [yige  immediately  preceding  tbem  makes 
the  following  remark,  Propter  pauca  quae^Etm  loca  inter 
typographicas  emendationes  notata  hoc  signo*  in  qui- 
bus  libri  Syrorum  a  nostris  discrepant,  vel  ob  historiam 
adulters  apud  Johannem,  quod  et  in  Qnecis  exeVnpla- 
ribus  non  infrequens  est,  preterm issam,  opus  totum  per 
calumniam  ne  reprehendito.  Bruns  observes  that  Wid- 
manstad could  mean  by  nosiris.  libris  only  Greek  and 
Latin  MSS.  or  editions ;  that  the  passages  which  are  not 
in  his  edition  Jiave  been  found  in  no  manuscript  of  the 
Syriac  version^  and  that  when  aAnitted  into  later  edi- 
tions, they  have  either  Jbeen  translated  into  Syriac  by  the 
editors  themselves,  or  copied  firom  more-  modern  Syriac 
versions,  by  which  means  the  genuine  Peshito  bas  been 
disfigured.  The  differences  of  which  Widmanstad  speaks 
are  omissions  in  the  following  verses  t  Mattb.  x.  8.  xxvii. 
35.  Luke  xxiit  17,  i8.  and  the  omission  of  the  story 
of  the  adultecess,  John  viii.  1 — 11.  It  may  be  likewise 
remarked  that  a  list  of  Errata  is  likewise  printed  ioune- 
diately  before  the  epistles  of  St  Paul,  none  of  which  is 
UMirked  with  an  asterisk :  but  before  the  three  catholia 
epistles  is  no  list  either  of  errata  or  various  readings* 
Widmanstad  therefore  thought  no  apology  necessary  for 
the  omission  of  1  John  v.  7. 

16.  MuUeri  Symbolae  Syriacse  were  printed  in  1673, 
4to :  but  the  work  is  very  difficult  to  be  procured. 

17.  These 
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1 7*  These  four  texts  are  printed  in  parallel  columns^ 
80  that  they  £3rm  a  kind  of  Polyglot. 

PAGE    10* 

1&  This  charge  is  made  by  Simon  in  his  Histdre 
critique  des  versions  du  N.  T.  ch.  14.  where  a  descrip- 
tion is  given  of  the  edition  of  Tremellius.  But  Dr.  Hirt, 
who  has  examined  with  great  accuracy  the  editions  of 
tiie  Syriac  version,  asserts  in  his  Orient.  Bibl.  Vol.  II. 
p.  191.  that  the  charge  is  ungrounded.  Besides,  Pro- 
fessor Bruns,  in  his  essay  on  die  editions  of  the  Syriac 
version  (Repertorium,  Vol.  XV.  p.  158.)  observes  that 
Tremellius  frequently  quotes,  in  the  margin  of  his  edition, 
the  Heidelberg  M^.  by  name,  and  that  in  almost  every 
book  of  the  New  Testament  He  produces  likewise 
examples,  in  which  Tremellius  has  deviated  from  the  text 
of  Widmanstad,  on  the  authority  of  this  MS.  and  re* 
lates  that  at  the  end  of  the  work  is  a  list  of  passages,  to 
which  Tremellius  prefixed  the  following  superscription, 
Loci  quidam  in  quorum  scripturi  partim  peccanint 
oper®,  partim  codex  Viennensis  ex  Heidelbergensi  est 
emendandus.  That  this  manuscript  was  brought  from 
Heidelberg  to  Rome,  where  it  is  at  present  preserved  in 
the  Vatican,  is  related  byLe  Long  in  his  Bibliotheca 
sacra,  T.  I.  p.  1 84.  ed^  Boerner.  or  Tom.  I.  p.  99.  ed^ 
Paris.  1723.  Miiller,  in  his  dissertation  on  the  Syriac 
version,  p.  40.  relates  on  the  authority  of  Rutgber  Spey< 
that  it  was  at  that  time  nine  hundred  years  old. 

19.  Repertorium,  Vol.  XV*  p.  157. 

20.  That  Tremellius  used  Hebrew  instead  of  Syriae 
characters  was  rather  a  matter  of  necessity  than  choice, 
as  no  Syriac  types  at  that  time  existed,  except  those  of 
the  Imperial  printing  house  in  Vienna.  Hirt's  Or.  Bibl. 
Vol.  II.  p.  294. 

31.  To  the  notes  which  have  been  already  taken  from 
tiik  part  of  Hirt's  Or.  Bibl.  may  be  added,  that  in  the 
edition  of  Tremellius  those  books  are  omitted,  which  are 
not  in  the  edition  of  Widmanstad.  Likewise  John  vii. 
35- — viii*  !!•  and  1  John  v.  7.  though  with  this  difference, 

L  L  4  that 


540  NOTES   TO   CHAP.    VII.    SECT,    II. 

that  Tremellius  has  left  a  vacant  space  for  these  passages, 
in  the  former  of  which  he  has  the  following  note,  Vacat 
base  pagina  quod  historia  de  adultera  in  interpretatione 
Syriaca  non  exstat:  in  the  latter^  Totum  septimum 
versiculum  Syruni  Testamentum  bmittit,  sicul  etiam 
multi  Graeci  codices,  qui  ita  restitui  posset.  He  then 
takes  the  liberty  to  subjoin  his  own  Syriac  translation 
of  ttiis  verse,  which  subsequent  editors  have  inserted 
in  the  text,  as  a  part  of  the  genuine  Peshito.  In  other 
instances  Tremellius  has  departed  from  the  text  of  -the 
Vienna  edition,  when  supported  by  the  authority  of  the 
Heidelberg  manuscript.  (Repertorium,  XV.  158.)  And 
even  without  the  authority  of  any  Syriac  MS.  he  has 
made  alterations  in  Matth.  x.  8.  and  Luke  xxii.  17,  18. 
(Repertorium,  XV.  1 56, 1 57.)  For  a  further  description 
of  this  edition  of  Tremellius,  see  £e  Long  Bibl.  sacra,  ed. 
Masch,  P.  L  p.  408. 

22.  By  the  fiiblia  Regia,  our  author  understands  the 
Antwerp  Polyglot,  published  in  1569 — ^1572,  in  8  vols, 
folio,  of  which  a  description  is  given  in  Le  Longs  Bibl. 
sacra,  ed.  Masch,  P.  I.  p.  340 — 349.  See  also  P.  II. 
Vol.  L  p.  83,  84. 

23.  This  is  related  by  Simon  in  his  Hist,  crit  des 
vers,  du  N.  T.  ch.  14.  and  he  adds  that  Posteli  pro- 
cured it  for  Bomberg.     It  is  probably,  therefore,  the 
same  as  that  which  is  known  under  the  name  of  the  Co- 
dex Coloniensis,  from  which  Rapheling  selected  various 
readings.     This  MS.  consists  of  two  volumes  ;  the  first 
contains   the  four  Gospels,  and  forms  of  prayer  to  be 
used  in  the  ceremony  of  baptism :  the  second  contains 
the  Acts,  the  first  epistle  of  St.  James,  the  first  of  St. 
Peter«  and  the  first  of  St.  John,  and  lastly,  the  fourteen 
epistles  of  St.  Paul  in  the  usual  order.     The  subscription 
at  the  end  of  the  MS.  is  partly  effaced,  so  that  the  year, 
in  which  it  tvas  written,  cannot  be  determined :  but  in 
a  Latin  note  added  by  Posteli, 'is  said.  In  lingua  Christi 
hoc  est  Syriaca  hoc  volumen  scriptum  anno  Alexandri 
1 500.     For  this  information  I  am  indebted  to  Professor 
Paulus.     This  manusciipt  was  afterwards  purcliased  by 
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N*  Heinsius,  from  whose  hands  it  came  into  the  Bibli- 
otheca  Colbertina.  See  Le  Long's  Bibliotheca  sacra, 
Tom.  L  p.  99.  ed.  Paris.  1723,  or  ed.  fioemer,  Lipsias 
17093  P.  I.  p.  188.  At  present  it  is  preserved  in  the 
University  Library  at  Leyden^  where  it  is  marked  Num. 
1198.  See  p.  410^  N*.  26,  of  the  Ley  den  CataloguCi 
publbhed  in  1716,  folio. 

PAGE  11. 

24.  Textus  Syriacus  ex  editione  Widmanstadii  Vien- 
me  1555  emissa  exscriptus  cum  MSto.  Coloniensi  est 
^ollatus. 

Le  Long  Bibl.  sacra,  ed.  Masch,  P.  I.  p.  348. 

25.  No  MS.  of  the  Peshito  has  been  discovered  in 
which  this  verse  is  found,  though  in  the  Amsterdam 
MS.  (which  is  however  of  no  authority,  it  being  written 
in  1 700)  it  is  added  in  the  margin.  See  Adler's  Ver- 
siones  Syriacce,  p.  33.  This  excellent  work  was  pub- 
lished at  Copenhagen  in  1789,  4to.  A  collation  of  this 
Antwerp  edition,  with  that  of  Widmanstad,  is  gives  in 
Hirt's  Or.  Bibl.  Vol.  V.  p.  245—260.  Vol.  VL  p.  453 
— 484.  Vol.  VII.  p.  267 — 270.  and  Vol.  VIIL  p.  443 
— 465.  under  the  title  Collatio  Widmanstadii  cum  bibliis 
Regiis  Antwerpiensibus. 

PAGE  12. 

26.  It  is  most  probable  that  the  octavo  Antwerp  edi- 
tion of  the  Syriac  N.  T.  was  intended  as  a  continuation 
of  Plantin's  Hebrew  Bible,  printed  in  1573  and  1574, 
because  it  has  no  title-page,  the  only  superscription 
being  ^*r^^  l^p^rmj  printed  over  the  first  ^  chapter  of 
St.  Matthew,  and  is  of  the  same  octavo  size,  and  printed 
with  the  same  tvpes.  See  Le  Long  Bibl.  sacra,  ed. 
Maach,  P.  IL  Vol.  I.  p.  80. 

27.  This  Codex  Viennensis  is  nothing  more  than  the 
Vienna  edition,  published  by  Widmanstad,  as  I  have 
been  informed  by  Professor  raulus,  who  has  examined 
the  copy  of  the  Antwerp  octavo  edition  in  the  .Weimar 
liiMury.     It  is  interleaved^  and  on  the  blank  pages  a 
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farmer  proprietor  of  this  copy  has  noted  several,  but 
not  all  the  readings,  in  which  the  Vienna  and  Antwerp 
editions  diflfer,  annexing  to  them  sometimes  the  word 
Austriacum,  at  other  times  Viennense.  Its  critical  valqe 
therefore  is  not  so  great  as  our  author  conjectures.  Pro* 
fessor  Paulus  likewise  mentioned  tl\at  this  copy  has  no 
title-page,  which  confirms  the  account  given  in  the  pre- 
ceding note. 

28.  Dr.  Hirt  quotes  here  the  tide  of  this  scarce  edi- 
tion. Novum  Domini  nostri  Jesu  Christi  Testiameatum, 
$yriaGe>  Antwerpiss  ex  officina  Cbristof^ri  Plantini 
Architypographi  Regii  m.d.  lxxv.  He  observes,  that 
the  same  books  and  passages  are  wanting,  as  in  the  pre- 
ceding Antwerp  editions,  and  that  beside  the  380  pages 
of  text,  there  are  seven  leaves  of  various  readings  col- 
lected  by  Rapheling  from  the  Cologne  MS.  As  I  am 
in  possession  of  this  edition,  as  welt  as  tiiat  of  Widman^* 
stad,  I  will  add,  that  the  Latin  title  is  preceded  by  a 
Syriac  title  in  Hebrew  letters  NJnn  Hp*rn,  that  the 
various  readings  occupy  not  seven  leaves,  but  nineteen 
pages,  and  that  Nun,  the  Syriac  prefix  to  the  3''.  Fut.  is 
not  changed  into  Jod,  as  in  the  edition  of  Tremellius. . 

29.  The  Syriac  text  in  the  Paris  edition  of  1 584,  h 
printed,  like  the  Antwerp  editions,  in  Hebrew  letters 
without  points. 

30.  To  prevent  mistakes,  it  is  necessary  to  observe, 
that  the  person  whom  our  author  here  calls  Le  Fevre,  is 
the  very  same  Guido  Fabricius  de  la  Boderie  mentioned 
N*.  3.  His  French  name  was  Guy  le  Fevre  de  la  Bo- 
derie. A  description  of  this  edition  may  be  seen  in  Le 
Long  Bibliotheca  sacra,  ed.  Masch,  P.  I.  p.  410. 

PAGE    14. 

3 1 .  See  Le  Long  BibL  sacra,  ed.  Masch,  P.  I.  p.  39 1 « 
and  P.  IL  Vol  L  p.  84- 

32.  Professor  Bruns  here  observes,  that  even  the  errors 
of  the  press*  which  had  beea  noted  by  Tremellius,  %vere 
transferred  irom  his  edition  to  that  of  Hutter.    From 

many 
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many  esamplea,  he  has  selected  tbp  foUowbg^  Matth. 
xiiL  !I3.  xvi.  21.  XX.  23.  xxvi*  ^5.  61. 

33.  Polyglotta  Londin..Tpi».  VL  p.  51—56, 

34.  See  Le  Long  Bibl.  sacra,  ed.  Masch,  P.  11^ 
Vol.  I^  p.  82.  A  list  of  readings,  in  which  the  editions 
of  Trost  luid  Plantin  differ  from  that  of  Wi«lmanstfu||  is 
ghen  by  Hirt,  in  his  Orient  Bibl.  Vol  HI.  p.  359— 
268.  .  . 

.  PAGE   1^. 

35.  For  a  description  of  this  MS.  see  Le  Long  Bibl. 
sacra,  ed.  Masch,  P.  IL  Vol.  L  p.  97.  It  was  after* 
war^s  deposited  in  the  University  Library  at  Leydeq, 
where  it  is  marked  N^  1 8.  among  Scfiliger's  manuscripts. 
Vid.  Catalogue  bibliotheq^e  publicas  academise  LMg- 
duno-Batavse,  p.  405.  .• 

36.  This  work  was  printed  at.Leyden  in  1648/410. 
and  re-printed  at  Amsterdam,  with  additions  from  the 
author*!  manuscript  in  1693,  fpL  The  date  therefore 
assigned  by  our  author  must  be  an  erratuu^. 

37.  Pococke  madttiuse  of  only  one  Syriac  manuscript, 
which  he  found  in  the  Bo41e^n  library,  as  appears  froip 
the  title,  Epbtolse  quatuor,  Petri  secunda,  Johannis 
sewn<l&  ct  tertia,  et  Jsd®  fratris  Jacobi  una :  ex  celeber- 
rim»  bibliothecas  Bodleian®  Oxoniensis  manuscripto 
exemplar!  nunc  primum  depromptae,  et  cha^ctere  He- 
brasOy  versione  latina  notisque  quibusdam  insipnitae. 
Opera  et  studio  Edvaidi  Pococke,  Angli-Oxoniensi^* 
Lugduni  $atavorum,  1630,  4to.  In  the  first  page  of 
the  preface  he  describes  this  manuscript  in  the  &)llosi^ing 
manner,  Continebat  eas  pulcherrimum  exemplar  MS. 
bibliotheoe  Bodleianae,  una  cum  Actis  Apos|pIorum,  et 
Epistolis  caBteris  catholicis,  eo  ordine,  quo  in  Grsecia 
Solent  codicibus,  dispositae.  This  manuscript  is  probably 
that  which  is  now  marked  in  the  Bodleian  library  A, 
2909,  126,  and  described  by  Uri  in  his  Catalogue  of 
the  Bodleian  MSS.  p.  5,1  N%  19.  among  the  Syriac  ma- 
nuscripts :  for  this  is  the  only  Syriac  manuscript  in  the 
Bodleian  library,  which  cortesponds  to  Pococke's  de- 
scription.     A  mistake  which  Le  Long  had  made  in 

regard 
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regard  to  this  MS,  is  rectified  by  Ridley,  sect.  1 2/N^  14* 
Namely,  Le  Long  had  assorted  that  the  manuscript, 
from  which  Pococxe  printed  the  four  catholic  epistles, 
was  preserved  in  the  library  of  Bishop  Moore,  which 
library  was  afterwards  purchased  'by  George  I.  fer  the 
University  of  Cambridge.  On  which  Ridley  remark;, 
^  Cantabdgiam  profectus  hunc  codicem  pervolvi,  quetn 
pessime  descriptum  deprehendi :  non  Philoxeaianam,  sed 
Simplieem  exhibet  versiimem,  julcta  hunc  igitur  non 
prodierunt  quatuor  quie  desunt  epistolse  canonicas  studio 
Cel.  Pocockii;  etnon  quatuor  *  tantum  istas  sed  omnes 
septem  epistolas  canonicas  ibi  frustra  que^siveris.'  This 
manuscript  is  now  marCed  in  the  University  Library  of 
Cambridge  Ff  2.  15.  I  htve  been  inibrmed  by  Pro- 
fessGf  Paulus,  that  amtag  the  MSS.  formcFly  in  the  pos- 
session of  Dr.  Pococke,'is  a  perfectly  fresh  copy  of  these 
four  Syriac  catholic  epistles  written  in  Hebrew  fetters, 
which  he  supposes  to  be  ft  transcript,*  which  the  learned 
editor  had  made  for  his  own  use  in  the  publication  of 
the  work :  and  this  conjecture  of  Ihe  learned  Professor 
is  confirmed  by  what  Pococke  himself  says  in  the  second 
page  of  his  epistle  dedicatory,  '  Perlegeb&m  avide  has 
epistolas;  iiKle  nee  traoscribere  tam  suo,  quam  Ebrfto 
vocalibus  ad  Syrorum  normam  omato  chnractere,  gra- 
vatus  sum.'#^ 

38.  See  rather  Le  Long  Bibl.  sacra,  ed.  iffasch,  P.  IL 

Vol.  I.  p.  96,  97^  .  *  "" 

39.  See  Walchii  Bibliotheca  theologica,  Tom.  IV. 
p.  1 70.  and  Waltoni  Prolegomena,  p.  89. 

40.  For  that  reason,  in  Widmanstad's  edition,  wl^ch 
may  be  coflsidered  as  a  copy  of  the  manuscript  sent  to 
Europe  by  the  Syrian  Patriarchy  the  words  are  not 
pointed  throughout.        ' 

PAGE   i6, 

41.  With  respect  to  this  passige,  we  find  in  the  Lon- 
don Polyglot,  Vol.  V.  p.  440.  the  follow  ing  remark. 
Tota  haec  pericope  sequetfs  in  omnibus  exemplaribu$ 
Syriacis    adhuc    editis  deest,   quam   ex  instructissima 

Revereudissimi 
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Reverendissimi  Prsesulis  J.  Us^ri  Archiep.  Armachani 
blbliotheca  def)roroptam  exhibeinus.  Since  that  time,  no 
one  h^  ever  heard  of  this  manuscript  of  Ap.  Usher,  nor 
is  it  enumerated  in  the  Catalogue  of  Usher's  manuscripts, 
printed  in  the  Catalogi  MStorum  Anglian  et  Ilibernise 
in  unum  coUecti,  Tom.  IL  P.  II.  p.  16 — 48.;  but  it 
must  have  been  one  of  the  later  copies  of  the  Philoxe- 
nian  version,  in  which  the  story  of  the  adulteress  is  idded 
in  the  margin.  For  I  have  collated  the  Syriac  text,  John 
viii.  1 — II.  as  printed  in  the  London  Polyglot,  from 
Ap.  Usher's  MS. ;  with  the  text  of  the  Paris  manuscript 
of  the  Philoxenian  version,  •printed'in  Adler's  Versiones 
Syriacse,  p.  57.  and  found  that  the  six  first  verses  agreej 
word  for  word,  and  letter  fou  letter,  and  that  in  the  fol- 
lowing verses  are  only  four  trifling  differehces  in  single 
words.  I  have  likewise  collated  the  te^t  of  Uiis  passage 
in  the  London  Polyglot,  with  that  of  the  Codex  Barsa- 
libcei,  printed  in  White's  edition  of  the  Philoxenian  ver- 
sion>  Tom.  I.  p.  559.  and  here  again  found  so  remark^ 
able  a  coincidence,  as  to  leave  no  room  for  doubt,  that 
all  thr^  MSS.  contain  the  text  of  one  and  the  same 
translation  of  this  passage.  ,  The  editors  therefore  of  the 
London  Polyglot  have  printed,  as  a  part  of  the  old 
Syriac  version,  a  passage  which  is  found  only  in  the  later 
copies  of  the  new.  It  is  wanting  not  only  in  the  Peshito, 
but  in  the  genuine  copies  of  the  Philoxenian  (Adler's 
Vers.  Syr.  p.  55.)  and  was  addid  in  the  latter  as  a  mar- 
ginal scholion,  the  translation  being  ascribed  in  Ridley's 
Codex  Bafsaliba&i  to  Mar  Abba,  in  the  Paris  manuscript 
to  one  Paul  a  monk.  It  may  however  be  remarked, 
that  the  passage  is  found  in  the  Versio  Syra  Hierosoly- 
mitana^  which  will  be  described  in  the  sequel. 

42.  A  descriptioH  of  it  may  be  seen  in  Le  Long  Bibl 
sacra,  ed.  Mascb^  P.  II.  Vol#  L  p.  86. 

PAGE  17. 

43.  Dr.  Hirt,  in  his  Or.  Bibl.  Vol.  1 1,  p.  321.  say^ 
that  those  copies  belong  to  the  genuine  edition  corrected 
'by  Gutbier  himself,  in  which  the  figures,  prefixed  to  the 

verses 
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verses  in  the  Gospel  of  8t  Matthew^  ai^  smaller  than  in 
the  other  Gospels,  and  that  those,  in  which  the  figures 
arci  of  equal  size,  are  a  re-impression.  I  haVe  a  cbpy  of 
this  edition,  which,  ttccording  trf  the  preceding  criterion, 
is  the  genuine,  which  has  not  only  a  Latin  titl6-page, 
with  the  date  1664,  but  likewise  a  copper-plate  en- 
graved by  Iselburg,  and  adorned  with  various  figures, 
m  the  middle  of  which  is  a  Syriac,  as  well  as  a  Lathi 
title,  with  the  date  1 663.  Pei:haps  this  is  likewise  a  mark 
of  the  genuine  edition. 

44.  See  Le  Long  Bibl.  sacra,  ed.  Masch,  P.  11.  Vol.  L 
p.  &i. 

45.  Prodiit  Novum  Te&tamentum  Schaafianum  jam 
anno  1708,  et  ipsa  pnefatio  Kal.  Martii  ejusdem  anni 
data  est,  quapropter  editionem  ad  annum  praecedentem 
retulimus,  dum  prima  exemplaria  annum  1 70S  in  fronte 
ostendunt.  Frequentiora  sunt  ejusdem  editionis  exem- 
plaria, quibus  novus  titulus  1 709  prasmissus  est  Editio 
secunda  Lugduni  1717  priori  emendatior  et  aucdor. 

rle  Long  Bibl.  sacra,  ed.  Mascl^ 
I    P.  IL  Tom.  L  p.  89,  90. 

FAOE  l8. 

46.  To  the  editions  of  the  Syriac  New  Testament 
enumerated  by  our  author,  may  fafe  added.  Novum  Tes- 
tamentum  Syriacum  et  Arabicum,  Rom^s  1 703,  Tom.  IL 
folio.  It  was  published iby  the  Propaganda,  for  the  use 
of  the  Maronite  Christians  in  Syria,  but  it  i$  probably 
of  no  value  to  a  critic. 


SECT.    IIL 

m 
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1 .  Our  author  here  means  Dr.  Ridley*s  Codex  3,  of 
Codex  Barsalibsei,  which  he  has  described  in  the  13*^ 
and  14*''  sections  of  his  Dissertatio  de  ver^iombus 
Syriacis. 

2.  Thesq  examples  were  communicated  by  Dr.  Ridley 

to 
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to  our  author;  bat  a  more  complete  catalogue  of^in* 
stances  not  only  from  the  Acts^  btit  also  from  the  epistles 
of  St  Paul,  may  be  seen  in  the  14^^  section  of  his  Diss, 
de  vers.  Syriacis.  He  has  produced  none  from  the 
Gospels,  because  these  are  the  Philoxenian  version,  and 
cannot  therefore  be  applied  with  so  much  propriety,  in 
correcting  the  printed  text  of  the  Peshito. 

3.  Our  author  is  not  accurate  in  saying  that  w^\->\ 

is  used  fbrvoEvi  Aiyu,  for  it  is  the  translation  of  m«-» 
alone,  Xgya  being  rendered  by  -^l,  and  it  seems  to  be 
immaterial  in  the  present  instance,  whether  for  trao-i  we 
read  ^o^^  *  omnibus  vobis,'  or  ^poil^  ^  omnibus 

illis.' 

4.  Acts  i.  12. 

5.  Our  author  b  mistaken  in  saying  that  xoiywio^,  Acts 
11.  42.  is  translated  by  )j^*i>o},  for  xoi^miei  is  translated 
by  no  substantive,  but  is  expressed  in  the  participle 
^,o./^A^v.  *  communicantes,'  and  ^i^r^^]!  \*^  ^  ^^ 
translation  of  nj  xXct^u  n  a^m. 

6.  Our  audior  can  mean  only  in  comparison  with  the 
author  of  the  Philoxenian  version. 

7*  The  Erpenian  Arabic,  like  the  old  Syriac  trans- 
lator, has  expressed  Mitrnm  by  no  substantive  whatsoever, 
and  it  is  here  likewise  implied  in  the  verb  j^y^j  ft/.* 

Oar  author's  argument  therefore  is  not  only  without 
fiorce,  but  devoid  of  meaning.  His  intention  is  to  shew 
that  |«^id;^>o|)  Acts  ii.  42.  b  not  the  word  that  was  used 
by  the  old  Syriac  translator,  but  the  result  of  a  modern 
scbolion :  the  argument  for  thb  opinion  may  be,  stated 
in  the  following  manner.  In  the  Syriac  version,  for  nf 
xAoitf-fi  TH  a^TB,  the  printed  text  is  1ji^;;3oj»  V^'^j  *  in 
fractione  eucharistise ;'  but  the  £rpenian  Arabic  trans- 
lator»  who  translated  the  Acts  immediately  from  the 
Syriac,  has  simply  ^Aa^ijm&Ji  ^,  '  in  fractione  panis.' 

It  b  probable  therefore  that  the  genuine  reading  which 
the  Arabic  translator  found  in  the  Syriac,  was  some  word 
simply  expressive  of  bread,  such  as  |\?^Vj  for  instance, 

the  usual  translation  of  m^rp^.    This  seems  to  b«  the 

clearest 
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clearest  statement;  but  the  argument  is  at  best  of  little 
weighty  as  the  word  ivx,»(iri»f  though  adopted  in  the 
Syriac,  does  not  appear  to  have  been  ever  adopted  in 
Arabic.  (Lex.  Hept.  p.  58.)  The  Arabic  translator 
therefore  could  not  have  used  it,  even  had  he  found  it 
in  the  Syriac  version.  That  ^  eucharistia '  had  not'  ac- 
quired the  sense  of  the  modern  word  '  Eucharist'  in  the 
time  of  the  Syriac  translator^  depends  on  the  age  in 
which  he  lived,  and  we  may  rather  apply  this  very  word, 
to  which  no  critical  objection  can  be  made,  as  an  argu- 
ment that  the  old  Syriac  version  was  not  made  in  the 
first,  or  even  before  the  middle  of  the  second  century, 
than,  presupposing  its  high  antiquity,  condemn  the  word 
as  spurious. 

8.  That  the  Erpenian  Arabic  translator  has  Used  a 
phrase  expressive  of  Corpus  Christi,  and  not^Aai  '  panis,' 

which  is  found  in  the  same  passage  in  the  Arabic  of  the 
Polyglot,  is  rather  a  proof  that  he  actually  found  t«^r^^] 
in  his  copy  of  the  Syriac  version,  than  simply  ^vy^ 
'  panis/  which  he  has  usually  translated  by  ja:^!. 


PAGE  20. 

9.  ^]  ^f  ]*^]  is  not  necessarily  an  interrogation, 
for  though  rendered  in  the  London  Polyglot  '  quomodo 
autem  dixit?'  it  may  with  equal  propriety  be  rendered 
'  quemadmodum  autem  dixit'  See  Schaaf's  Lex.  Syr. 
in  voce  ^^|.     Nor  is  it  an  argument,  that  the  Arabic 

translator  has  used  ^^  ^  **^,  for  ^  **^  is  used  both 
affirmatively  and  interrogatively.     Lex.  Hept  p.  1720. 

10.  Perhaps  this  is  an  erratum  for  /i^^^  *  superbia/ 

PAGE  21. 

1 1 .  This  task  has  been  in  some  measure  executed  by 
Professor  Adler,  in  the  first  part  of  his  Versiones  Syriac©, 
Simplex,  Philoxeniana,  et  Ilierosolymitana.  Hafnise, 
1 789J  4to.  But  as  this  learned  writer  has  mentioned  those 
MSS.  only  which  he  had  himself  examined,  the  cata- 
logue might  be  augmented  by  many  others.     Le  Long 

ia 
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in  his  Bibliotbeca  sacra,  Tom.  I.  p.  98 — 102.  ed.  Paris. 
1723,  or  ed.  Boemer,  P.  I.  p.  183 — 192.  has,  also  men- 
tioned several  Syriac  manuscripts  of  the  New  Testament. 
The  Syriac  manuscripts  of  the  N.  T.  preserved  in  the 
different  libraries  of  England  and  Ireland,  are  described 
in  the  Catalogi  librorum  manuscriptorum  Anglite  et 
Hiberoiae  in  unum  collecti,  Oxdnias  1697,  foL  Those 
which  are  preserved  in  the  Bodleian  library  are  described 
in  the  following  work.  Bibliotliecse  Bodleiance  codicum 
manuscriptorum  orientalium,  vid.  Hebraicorum,  Chal- 
daicorum,  Syriacorum,  ^thiopicorum,  Arabicorum, 
Persicorum,  Turcicorum,  Copticorumque  catalogusjussu 
curatorum  prseli  academici  a  Joanne  Uri  confectus. 
Pars  prima,  Oxonii  1787,  folio.  Those  in  the  royal 
library  in  Paris  are  described  in  the  first  volume  of  the 
Catalogus  Codicum  MStorum  Bibliothecs  Regies,  Pa- 
risiis  1739 — 1744,  4  torn,  folio.  The  manuscripts  in 
the  Vatican  and  Medicean  libraries  are  described  in  the 
catalogues  published  by  the  Assemani,  the  one  printed 
at  Rome  in  1756,  in  3  vols.' folio,  the  other  at  Florence 
in  1742,  folio.  The  Vienna  manuscripts  are  described 
by  Lambecius,  in  his  Commentaria  de  augustissima 
Bibliotbeca  Ccesarea  Vindobonensi,  in  eight  books  or 
volumes,  folio,  printed  at  Vienna  in  1665 — 1679,  ^^^ 
re-printed  with  considerable  additions  by  Kollar  in  1766 
— 1 782.  The  Leyden  manuscripts  are  described  in  the 
Catalogus  librorum  turn  iippressoi'um  quam  MStorum 
Bibliothecie  Lugduno-Batavae.  Lugduni  apud  fiatavos 
1716,  folio:  and  in  the  Supplement  printed  in  1741, 
folio* 
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1 2.  The  arrangement  is  the  same  as  in  our  canon, 
except  that  the  three  catholic  epistles  of  St  James,  St. 
Peter,  and  St.  John,  (the  other  four,  with  the  book  of 
Revelation,  being  not  admitted,  at  least  in  the  time  of 
JBbed  Jesu)  are  placed  before  those  of  St.  Paul.  But 
^Widmanstad  has  a  di0erent  arrangement,  the  three  ca- 
tfaolic  epistles  being  printed  at  the  end,*  and  those  of  St. 
Paul  before  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles,  in  ihe>same  manner 

in  Wetstein's  Greek  Testament 

Vol.  II.  M  K  SECT. 
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1 .  Bengel's  remark,  with  respect  to  the  Syriac  versioD, 
is  the  following,  Coptica  versio  et  Syriaca  valde  inter  se, 
et  cum  Latinis  congruunt:  ambae  autem  permultb  in 
locis  Grascos  codices  a  Latinis  desertos  ita  sequuntur,  ut 
fere  pro  immediatis  haberi  mereantur.  Our  author's  re- 
ference to  p.  409.  of  the  Introductio  in  crisin  N.  T.  is 
perhaps  an  erratum,  for  this  treatise,  as  printed  in  the 
second  edition  of  BengeKs  Apparatus  criticus,  has  only 
eighty  pages.     It  is  there  p.  44. 


S  E  C  T.    V. 
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1 .  See  Note  8  fo  chap.  vi.  sect  1  o. 

PAGE    25. 

2.  See  Griesbach*s  SymboLse  critical,  p.  ix. 
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3.  That  one  of  the  old  Latin  versions  was  made  by  a 
native  Syrian,  seems  highly  improbable.  See  Note  1  to 
the  following  section,  and  the  Notes  to  the  twenty-fourth 
section  of  this  chapter. 

4.  See  Michaelis  Curs  in  Versionem  Syriacum  Act 
Apost  p.  175.  compared  with  Note  i.  to  sect  29.  of  this 
chapter. 

5.  This  is  what  Griesbach  calls  Recensio  Constanti- 
nopolitana,  and  is  the  model,  after  which  our  common 
printed  editions  have  been  regulated. 

PAGE    28. 

6.  A  modern  manuscript  of  the  Syriac  New  Testa- 
ment, written  in  the  East  Indies  in  1 700,  and  sent  by 
the  Bishop  of  Malabar  to  Schaaf  the  editor  of  the  Syriac 

Testament, 
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* 

Testameal^  is  now  preserved  in  the  library  belon^ng  to 
the  Gymnasium  in  Amsterdam.  See  Adler's  Versiones 
Syriacs,  P-  3i- 

SECT.    VL 

""     PAGE    29. 

1.  Our  author  here  alludes  to  bis  hypothesis,  that 
one  of  the  old  Latin  va^ions  was  made  by  a  native  Sy- 
rian, that  this  Latin  version  was  made  at  the  end  of  the 
first  century,  and  that  this  Syro-Latin  translator  had  re^ 
coinse  in  different  passages  to  the  version  of  his  own 
country.  Hence  it  follows,  that  the  Syriac  version  of 
the  N.  T.  was  made  before  the  expiration  of  the  first 
oentnry.  But  the  premises  themselves  rest  on  very  un*- ' 
stable  ground,  for^  i.  it  is  improbable  that  a  native 
Syrian  would  undertake  the  task  of  a  Latin  translator, 
and  still  more  improbable  (hat  the  Latin  translation  of  a 
foreigner  shotUld  have  been  received  in  a  country  where 
Latin  was  the  native  language.  .2.  It  is  inopossible  to 
shew  with  any  colour  of  arguinent,  that  even  the  oldest 
Latin  translations,  such  as  those  for  instance  contained  in 
the  Codd.  VerceUensis  and  Veronensis,  published  by 
Blanchini,  were  made  in  the  first  century. 

2.  The  necessity  of  a  Syriac  translation  in  the  first  cen- 
tury is  not  so  obvious  as  our  author  contends,  for  in  all 
the  great  cities  of  Syria  Greek  was  at  that  time  the  cur- 
rent language.  But  if  we  admit  the  usefulness  of  such  a 
translation,  we  must  not  conclude  a  posse  ad  esse;  for  on 
Ihe  very  same  princifdes  we  might  infer,  that  the  Anglo- 
^axon  veHsion  was  made  in  the  same  century  in  which 
Austin  the  monk  introduced  the  Christian  religion  into 
England,  a  version  which  its  most  zealous  advocates 
place  no  higher  than  the  year  700.  Besides,  it  is  a  mat- 
ter of  fiict^  though  firequently  denied,  that  in  the  early 
BfSBs  of  Christianity,  as  well  as  in  the  later  times  of  the 
Horoan  hierarchy,  not  all  the  books  of  the  New  Testa- 
ment were  permitted  to  be  read  indiscriminately  by  the 
laity  m  general;  and  as  most  of  the  Syrian  priests  in  the 
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two  first  centuries  understood  Greeki  a  translation  was 
unnecessary. 

PAGE  30. 

3.  It  is  well  known  that  the  works  of  Melito  no  longer 
exist,  if  we  except  a  few  detached  fragments  preserved 
by  Eusebius  in  the  4'^  book  of  his  Ecclesiastical  History, 
and  his  evidence  for  the  antiquity  of  the  Peshito  rests  on 
the  authority  of  the  following  scholion,  printed  in  the 
Roman  edition  of  the  Septuagint,  Gen.  xxii.  13.  and 
there  ascribed  to  Melito.  O  Zu^oc  »ai  0  £C/i«ftoc  x^^ofuM^ 
^uriv,  «(  rftf  cripoy  TVTiK^  roy  rcivfoy.  Now  admitting  this 
scholion  to  be  genuine,  which  is  however  a  matter  of 
doubt,  does  it  follow  that  0  2vpo(  denotes  the  Peshito  ? 
Nayj  it  is  impossible  that  the  Peshito .  can  be  meant ; 
•for  this  version.  Gen.  xxii.  1 3.  has  a  word  not  expressive 
;of  Np'f/x«|Mfyec,'  but  of  x«Tf;^o/*fy«(,  the. reading  of  the  Sep- 
tuagint. But  the  scholion  is  probably  spurious,  and  writ- 
ten long  after  the  death  of  Melito;  for  when  the. Greek 
fathers  quote  0  £upoc,  they  understood  not  the  Syriac  ver- 
•sion,  but  a  work  written  in  the  fifth  century.  See  D6- 
:derlein's  essay,  entitled,  Quis  sit  •  £vpt(  Veteris  Testa- 
menti  interpres,  published  at  Altdorf  in  1772.  After  all, 
were  the  scholion  genuine,  and  the  old  Syriac  version  in- 
tended to  be  expressed,  the  only  inference  that  could  be 
deduced  would  be,  that  the  Syriac  version  of  the  Penta- 
teuch existed  before  the  close  of  the  second  century. 

4.  Our  author  here  quotes  Beaiisobre  Hist,  du  Maai- 
cheisme,  without  referring  to  either  volume,  chapter,  or 
page.  But  as  he  quotes  it  in  support  of  the  opinion  that 
•Manes  was  ignorant  of  Greek,  he  has  acted  prudently  in 

not  specifying  the  place,  since  Beausobre  entertains  a  di- 
rectly contrary  opinion,  which  he  supports  by  very  good 
arguments.  See  his  Hist,  de  Manich6e  et  du  Mani- 
cheisme,  Tom.  I.  p.  95.  The  argument  therefore  for  the 
antiquity  of  the  Syriac  version,  drawn  firom  tlie  pretended 
ignorance  of  Manes,  falls  to  the  ground. 

5.  But  as  the  same  Syrian  tradition,  which  refers  the 
version  of  the  New  Testament  to  the  first  century,  re- 
fers that  of  the  Old  Testament  to  the  age  of  Solomon,  it 

afibrds 
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ttffords  at  least  a  presumption/ that  one.; part  of* the 
tradition  is  as  fabulous  as  the  other. 

PAGE  31. 

6.  This  argument  shews  only,  that  the  Syriac  version 
existed  before  the  middle  of  the  fourth  century. 

PAGE  32. 

7.  The  foregobg  arguments  prove  nothing ;  for  these 
four  catholic  epistles,  with  the  book  of  Revelation,  were 
even  in  later  ages  not  admitted  into  the  canon  of  the 
Syrian  church,  as  appears  from  the  list  of  canonical 
books  given  by  Ebed  Jesu  who  died  in  1318.  (Asse- 
mani  Bib.  Or.  Tom.  III.  P.  I.  p.  8).  The  Peshito 
therefore  would  contain  precisely  the  same  books,  whether 
made  in  the  first,  or  the  fourteenth  century.  Nor  were 
they  contained  in  the  manuscript,  which  the  Syrian 
Patriarchs  sent  to  be  printed  in  Europe,  and  from  which 
Widmans tad's  edition  was  taken. 

8.  This  proves  only  that  the  Syriac  translator  under- 
stood his  original,  and  that  he  made  a  proper  distinction 
between  the  language  of  the  primitive,  and  that  of  the 
hierarchical  church. 

9.  This  argument  affords  only  a  presumption  that  the 
Syriac  version  was  m^de  before  the  seventh  century,  when 
the  irruption  of  the  Saracens  extirpated  the  Syriac,  ano 
introduced  the  Arabic  in  its  stead. 

10.  See  Ridley  de  vers.  Syr.  sect.  7.  and  Storr  de  vers. 
Syr.  sect.  2 — 9. 

11.  The  complete  edition  of  the  works  of  Ephrem 
was  published  at  Rome  in  1732 — 1747-  in  6  vols,  folio, 
under  the  following  title,  Sancti  Patris  nostri  Ephraem 
Syri  Opera  omnia  quas  extant  Greece,  Syriace,  et  Latine. 
The  first  volume  of  his  Svriac  works  is  the  fourth  volume 
of  the  whole  work,^  and  contains  Ephrem's  commenta- 
ries on  the  Pentateuch,  and  the  historical  books  of  the 
Old  Testament ;  but  he  has  interspersed  a  great  number 
of  quotations  from  the  Syriac  version  of  the  N.  T.  It  is 
necessary  to  observe,  that  among  our  author  s  references 
are  several  errata,  for  neither  p.  37  nor  395  contain 

H  M3  quotations 
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quotations  from  the  New  Testament,  and  for  Mattfa«« 
xxii.  40.  Ephes.  ii.  19.  and  Luke  i.  78.  must  be  read 
Luke  vi.  31.  Ephes.  iL  ii,  12, 13.  and  Lukei.  71. 
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12.  That  the  oM  Syriac  version  is  quoted  by  Epbrem, 
no  one  will  deny.  It  is  certain  therefore  that  it  existed 
in  the  fourth  century,  but  as  Ephrem  is  the  oldest 
evidence,  that  can  be  produced,  of  its  antiquity,  it  must 
remain  a  matter  of  uncertainty,  whether  it  was  made  one, 
two,  or  three  centuries  previous  to  that  period.  And  it 
is  surely  better  to  confess  our  ignorance  oti  a  subject, 
where  we  can  arrive  at  no  certainty,  than  subscribe  to 
the  fabulous  legends  of  the  Syrians.  Sed  detur  h»c 
venia  ant\quitati. 

The  arguments  hitherto  alleged  in  these  notes,  with 
respect  to  the  antiquity  of  the  Syriac  version,  are  merely 
negative,  and  shew  only  the  invalidity  of  those  argu- 
ments, which  our  author  produces  in  favour  of  the  hypo- 
thesb,  that  the  Syriac  version  was  made  in  the  first  cen- 
tury.    But  positive  reasons  may  be  advanced,  which  shew 
th^  hypothesis  to  be  wholly  ungrounded.     No  man  could 
think  of  translating  the  Greek  i  eatament,  before  its  seve- 
ral parts  were  collected  and  united  in  a  volume,  or  which 
is  the  same  thing,  before  the  sacred  canon  was  formed. 
Now  the  ancient  legend,  that  the  canon  was  formed  at 
Ephesus  before  the  close  of  the  first  century,  has  been 
long  rejected  as  unsupported  by  any  authority  whatsoever, 
and  various  writers,  especially  Griesbach  in  his  Historia 
textus  epistolarum  Paulinarum,  Sect.  2.  ^12,  and  Sem- 
ler  in  his  Commentarii  historici  de  antiquo  Christianorum 
statu.  Tom.  I.  p.  35 — 39.  have  shewn  that  the  canon 
was  not  formed  before  the  middle  of  the  second  centur3*. 
Previous  to  that  period  therefore  the  Syriac  version  cannot 
possibly  have  existed.  ^ 


SECT- 
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SECT.    VII. 

PAGE   33. 

1.  This  answer  is  not  perfectly  satisfactory.     The 
word  in  question  is  printed  in  the  Widmanstad  edition, 

not  as  our  author  has  written  it,  but  j^joj^iiiJ.  Now  it  is 
well  known  that  the  Widmanstad  edition  is  an  exact 
representation  of  the  Syriac  MS.  from  which  it  was 
printed,  and  that  only  those  words  are  pointed,  in  which 
doubt  might  arise,  in  the  same  manner  as  in  the  Syriac 
manuscripts.  But  Quoph  has  here  a  RevotzOi  the  first 
syllable  therefore  was  designed  to  express  not  Cus  but 
Ques :  and  even  if  we  admit  that  Rish  is  a  mistake  for 
Dolath,  how  shall  we  account  for  the  insertion  of  the 
Nun,  if  Kucuiiot  is  the  word  intended  to  be  expressed? 
It  seems  therefore  more  reasonable  to  conclude,  that  quaes- 
tionarius^  is  the  word  actually  meant  by  the  old  Syriac 
translator ;  for  xsr«^i«,  as  written  in  the  Philoxenian  ver- 
sion, has  a  totally  different  orthography  from  the  word 
used  in  the  Peshito.  Besides,  in  the  Philoxenian  version, 
Matth.  xxvii.  65.  l^to^aoD  is  marked  with  an  asterisk,  that 
refers  to  Kiir»^i«  written  in  the  margin,  which  leads  to 
the  conclusion,  that  Thomas  of  Harkel  altered  here  the 
reading  of  the  former  version,  on  the  authority  of  the 
Greek  MSS.  with  which  he  collated  it.  (JSee  White's 
edition,  p.  153.)  Nor  is  it  necessary  to  adopt  the  hypo- 
thesis of  Simon,  in  order  to  rescue  the  antiquity  of  the 
Syriac  version,  for  Vossius  was  totally  mistaken  in  saying 
in  the  place,  to  which  our  author  refers,  ^  Infimae  La- 
tinitatis  reperiuntur  vocabula,  quale  est  quod  occurrit, 
Matth.  xxvii.  65.'  Qusestionarius  is  not  infimze,  but 
mediae  latinitatis ;  it  is  used  byJerom  in  his  Commentary 
on  Joel  ch.  ii.  and  though  he  is  the  first  author,  in  whose 
works  it  is  actually  found,  there  is  no  necessity  for  sup- 
posing 

*  As  pointed  in  Widmanstad's  edition,  the  word  expresses  '  quaestio- 
narii'in  tbe  plural,  on  account  of  the  Ribbui,  which  is  an  additional 
Argument  that  the  singular  noun  *  custodia'  was  not  meant:  at  least, 
tbat  th^  person  who  a£led  the  Ribbui  did  not  take  it  in  that  sense,  if 
it  was  not  added  by  the  translator  himself. 
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posing  that  the  word  itself  was  not  in  common  use  before 
the  fourth  century,  at  least  in  the  age,  in  which  the  Syriac 
version  was  written,  which  we  have  no  reason  to  refer  to 
so  early  a  period .  as .  the  first  century.  With  respect  to 
the  meaning  and  application  of  the  word  quKstionarius 
in  the  Syriac  version,  see  Note  4  to  ch.  iv.  sect  10. 

PACK  34. 

2.  \^imw  is  a  pure  Syriac  word  derived  from  yo^  posuit, 
thesaurizavit.     Lex.  Hept.  p.  2490. 

3.  )«ja«  is  literally  luptg. 

4.  Im^i]  is  literally  Aramaei. 

5.  Dr.  Mill,  in  the  place  to  which  our  author  refers, 
does  not  make  the  objection  himself,  but  mentions  it  as 
an  objection,  that  might  be  made,  and  gives  the  very 
same  answer,  which  our  author  himself  uses  in  this 
Introduction. 

PAGE  38. 

5.  The  objections  to  the  antiquity  of  tlie  Peshito  have 
been  very  properly  answered  by  our  author  in  this  section : 
but  we  are  still  left  in  the  same  state  of  uncertainty  bow 
many  years  it  was  made  before  the  time  of  Ephrem. 

6.'  But  no  one  will  contend  that  the  subscription  at 
the  end  of  the  four  Gospels  in  the  Philbxenian  version 
is  a  translation  from  the  Greek,  vet  the  name  of  the 
Bishop  of  Mabug  is  there  written,  not  according  to  Ori- 
ental orthography,  but  is  simply  Greek  in  Syriac  letters 
.f^^im^^v^ov  Bar  Hebrteus,  an  original  historian,  writes 
it  in  the  same  manner,  Assemani  Bib.  Orient  Tom.  II. 
p.  41 1 . 

7.  Our  author's  Grammatica  Syriaca  was  published 
at  Halle  in  1 784.  In  the  Orient.  Bib.  he  has  produced 
the  very  same  example  which  he  has  here  given,  viz. 

SECT.    VIII. 

PAGE   39. 

1 .  It  is  true,  that  in  the  Latin  translation  of  the  Syriac 
version  1041,  1  Con  vii.  2.  is  rendered  teneat,  but  it  is 

probable 
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probable  that  the  Syriac  translator  intended  nothing 
more  than  a  literal  translation  of  ix^r^t  ^  h^I  signifies, 
not  only  tenuity  but  cepit,  and  habuit. 

2.  If  it  was  the  intention  of  the  Striae  translator  to 
strengthen  the  expression  of  St  Paul,  in  order  to  recom- 
mend a  state  of  celibacy,  as  our  author  conjectures,  he 
has  defeated  his  own  purpose  by  using  a  word  expressive 
of  weakness,  for  if  the  recommendation  of  celibacy  be- 
trays weakness,  the  contrary  inference  must  be  deduced. 
But  it  is  probable  that  the  Syriac  translator  intended  to 
express  by  ^i-\V\N;  i  Cor.  viL  6.  what  St.  Paul  meant 
by  x*ra  ruyyy«piiy,  namely,  ^  unsupported  by  divine  com- 
mand,' in  opposition  to  *»r  fviroiyfiv. 

3.  It  is  probable  that  the  Syriac  translator  found  this, 
either  as  scholion  in  the  margin  of  the  Greek  manuscript^ 
firom  which  he  translated,  or  even  in  the  text  itself,  for 
Chrysostom  quotes  1  Cor.  vii.  7.  in  the  following  man- 
ner :  9fA«  y»p  va¥rx(  aif^fwrs^  iiv««  «#C  x«»  ifMtvrov  w  lyxf op- 

Tiifk  (Chrysostomi  Opera,  Tom.  X.  p.  .160.  ed  Mont- 
faucon.)  This  circumstance  is  unfavourable  to  the  high 
antiqui^  of  the  Syriac  version,  though  on  the  other  hand 
it  is  possible  that  jZoi^r^  itself  was  obtruded  ^  on  the 
Syriac  text,  long  after  the  version  was  made. 

4. .  Yet  it  appears  from  the.  title  prefixed  to  the  Gospel 
of  St  Matthew,  in  a  manuscript  of  the  Persic  version, 
which  formerly  belonged  to  Dr.  Pococke, .  that  the  Per- 
sians, at  the  time  at  least  when  that  manuscript  wq3 
written,  believed  that  St.  Matthew's  Gospel  was  trans- 
lated into  Syriac  at  Antioch.  See  Wheloc's  edition  of 
the  Persic  version,  in  the  page  immediately  preceding 
the  second  title-page.  The  Latin  translation  of  this 
Persic  title  is,  Evangelium  Matthaei,  quod  in  urbe 
Paliestinae  lingua  Hebraica  dictum  est,  Andochise  vero 
Syriace  conscriptum. 

PAGE  40. 

5.  Griesbach  is  of  a  very  different  opinion.  See'  his 
Historia  textus  epistolarum  Paulinarum,  Sect  I.  ^  12.  ' 

PAGE 
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PAGE  41. 

6.  It  is  true,  that9ii  f*%  ^u  jmv^  t»«ri  ijn  iyic«rcXiriCr  the 
Greek  translation  of  Eli,  Eli,  lama  sabacthani,  is  not 
rendered  by  the  Syriac  translator,  Matth.  xxvii.  46.  but 
in  the  parallel  passage,  Mark  xv.  34.  the  Greek  transla- 
tion is  re-translated  into  Syriac. 

PAGE  42. 
'    7.  See  also  the  Notes  41 — 51.  to  that  section. 

8.  Our  author's  conjecture  receives  additional  force 
from  the  circunastance,  that  the  Syriac  translator  has  even 
departed  from  the  Greek  text,  and  expressed,  not  m^ 

OCf UOC  aUT9,   but  TUC  OVfvii  0-8. 
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9.  )i::k  signifies  exaudivit^  responditi  opitulatus  est 

10.  Bethphage  is  mentioned  only  three  times  in  the 
N.  T.  and  in  these  three  instances  not  the  least  notice  is 
taken  of.  its  distance  from  Jerusalem.  .There  is  no  ne- 
cessity therefore  for  ascribing  to  Bethphage  a.  sense  of 
which  it  is  incapable,  for  though  L^  might  signify  a 
valley,  or  a  road  between  twQ  mountams,  like  the  Arabic 
ffif  yet  1^  A«o  can  have  no  other  meaning  than  '  the 
habitation  of  the  valley.' 

1 1 .  <x&^  signifies  convenit  and  has  no  particular  refe- 
rence to  the  conflux  of  waters.  Besides  not  this  word, 
but  Jum^  corresponds  to  the  Syriac  ]^m^  which  signifies 

1.  opprobrium.  2.  misericordia. 
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12.  The  Syriac  tr^mslator,  for  nx  iri  Kvf^aMy  fuirw^^ 
fotym.x  Cor.  xi.  20.* expresses,  non,  sicut  justum  est  die 
Dpmini,  comeditis  et  bibitis./ 

.  13,  Schaaf's  translation  is  generally  esteemed  correct. 

SECT.     IX. 
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1 .  Griesbach,  ia  the  Preface  to  bis  Greek  Testament, 
p.  14.  says,  Vei*sio  Syriaca  ad  juniores  codices  e  variis 
recensionibus  interpolates  reficta  minpris  pretii  est  quam 
multis  videtur. 
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2.  Thb  appears  from  the  very  Preface  to  the  Pseudo- 
critica  Millio-Bengeliana.  The  omissions  therefore  which 
our  author  supplies  at  the  end  of  this  section  are  not  to 
be  considered  as  faults. 

PAGE  49. 

,  3.  But  anok^ctfrof  is  rendered  in  these  two  passages  by 
two  different  words. 

4.  See  Blapdiini  Evangeliarium  quadruplex,  P.  II. 
P*  315-    "^^^  Codex  Yercellensis  is  here  defective. 
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5«  The  Cod.  Cant,  has  fxrfiy«<  n|y  x^^f  tcfotrfic'at  nyii* 

6.  Evangeliarum  quadruplex,  P.  II.  p.  319. 

7.  But  even  in  Widmanstad's  edition^  foL  38.  {^00  in 
this  passage,  though  in  other  respects  unpointed,  is  writ- 
ten with  a  Ribbui  over  the  Nun.  The  plural  therefore 
was  intended  to  be  expr^sed  in  the  original  MS.  from 
which  he  took  his  edition,  and  the  mark,  by  which  it  ig 
denoted,  is  to  be  ascribed  to  the  Syrians  themselves,  not 
to  tbe  punctuation  of  modem  editors. 

8.  Namely,  the  Codex  Yercellensis,  Mark  ii.  1.  had 
Cum  introisset  iterum  in  Capharnaum  post  dies,  cogpi- 
turn  ^st,  quod  indomo  esset.  Evangel,  quadr.  P.  II.  p.  320. 

9.  Namely,  the  Syriac  version  has  j^^tj  Aao»  the  Brix- 
lanus  has  inter  quatuor* 

10.  The  Cod.  Cant  is  quoted  for  h»rh  by  Mill,  Wet- 
stein,  and  Grie^bach,  but  the  Cod.  Stephani  fi  is  not 
quoted  by  the  two  last  mentioned  critics,  on  the  suppo- 
sition that  this  MS.  is  the  very  same  with  that,  which  Beza 
presented  to  tbe  University  of  Cambridge. 

SECT.    X. 
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1.  See  Ridley  de  vers.  Syriacis,  sect.  10. 

2.  Unde  factum  est,  ut  cum  Syri  articulo  emphatico 
careant,  qui  Grascorum  articulo  prspositivo  0,  n,  t« 

respondeat 
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respondeat,  quern  Hebraei  per  suuin  n  exprimunt  felicis- 
siihe,  hie  noster,  potioe  quf^m  ut  emphasin  articuli.Gneci 
omiserit,  pronomen  tertias  persone  001  passim  substitueri^ 
quod  alioqui  proprie  valet  ixiiyo?  vel  «ut0(. 

Ludov.  de  Dieu  Praef-  in  Apocal.  Syr. 
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3*  As  if  fAirvfaHipft  u'ere  compounded  of  fAisof,  «(«, 
and  ai/M»,  as  Ridley  has  observed. 

4.  The  erratum  is  not  to  be  ascribed  to  the  writer  of 
the  MS.  but  to  the  editor  de  Dieu.  In  the  MS.  itself 
it  is  written  ^^01?,  which  de  Dieu  copied  without  ob- 
serving the  point  under  the  Dolath,  and  concluded  there- 
fore that  the  Ribbui,  which  merely  denotes  the  plural, 
included  also  the  point  of  a  Rish.  For  this  information 
I  am  indebted  to  Professor  Paulus,  who  has  examined 
this  manuscript  in  the  University  Library  at  Leyden. 
He  likewise  mentioned  that  it  is  very  neatly  written  on 
silk  paper,  in  the  modern  round  Syriac  character.  It  is 
marked  N*  18.  among  Scaliger's  MSS.  See  p.  405.  of 
the  Leyden  Catalogue,  published  in  1716.  folio. 

5.  It  is  extraordinary  that  our  author,  who  was  edu- 
cated in  Halle,  and  whose  father  was  Professor  there 
above  fifty  years,   should   be  able  to  give  no  further 
account  of  this  MS.  of  the  Syrian  liturgy.     On  the  sup* 
position,,  that  a  knowledge  of  it  might  lead  to  some  dis- 
coveries with  respect  to  Scaliger's  MS.  from  which  de 
Dieu  printed  his  edition,  I  have  made  the  necessary  in- 
quiries, and  am  indebted  for  the  following  information 
to  Professor  Eberhard,  and  Dr.  Schulze.     It  is  actually 
in  the  library  of  the  Orphan-house,  and  preserved  not 
among  the  Syriac,  but  the  Chaldee  manuscripts,  because 
it  relates  to  the  forms  of  Baptism,  according  to  the  ChaK 
dee  ritual.     It  is  of  the  octavo  size,  very  neatly  written 
on  vellum,  in  the  modern  round  Syriac  character,  has 
on  the  first  page  a  Syriac  title,  written  partly  in  red  and 
partly  in  black  ink,  consisting  of  thirteen  lines,  (two  of 
which .  have  been  erased)  which  import  n^rely  the  .con- 
tents of  the  work.  :  On  the  following  page  is  a  Latin 

title 
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title  ab  antiqu4  manu,  namely,  Ordo  Baptizandi  iuxta 
ritumCbaldaeorum  lingua  Chaldaic4,jussu  111*^,  et  Kev"' 
D.  Julii  Antonii  Sanctorii  tituli  S^'  Bartholomsei  in  in- 
sula S.  R.  £.  presbyteri  Card'^'  descriptus  per  Gaspar  de 
Malavar  Indum,  servuni  olim  deinde  familiarem  et  dia- 
conutn  Rev"'  D*  Haaman  Ignatii,  olim  Patriarcbse  Jaco- 
bitarum,  unum  ex  praeceptoribus  linguse  Chaldaeae  et  Ara- 
jbicie  in  CoUegio  Neophytonim.  Rom»  mense  Julii 
M.D.Lxxx.  The  MS.  tiierefore  is  very  modem,  and 
:was  written  not  in  the  £ast»  but  in  Rome,  and  Caspar, 
or  Gaspar,  tbough  a  native  of  India,  was  one  of  the 
'transcribers  employed  by  the  Propaganda.  If  therefore 
the  Leyden  MS.  from  which  our  common  editions  of 
the  Syriac  Revelation  have  derived  their  origin,  was 
written  by  the  same  person,  as  there  is  reason  to  suppose, 
irom  the>  coincidence  of  the  name  and  country  of  the 
copyist,  Scaliger's  manuscript  must  have  been. brought 
not  from. the  East,  but  from  Italy.  See  the  following 
Note  7. 
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6.  A  Syriac  catalogue  of  the  works  of  Mar  Aba, 
printed  in  Assemani  Bib.  Orient.  Tom.  III.  P.  I.  p.  75. 
.seems  unfavourably  to  this  conjecture-;  for  though  it  is 
there  said  that  Mar  Abba  translated  tiie  Old  Testament 
^om .  Greek  into  Syriac,  and  wrote .  commentaries  on 
several  of  the  epistles,  yet  no  mention  is  made  of  a  trans- 
lation from  any  book  of  the  New  Testament.  On  the 
.other  hand  Asseman  quotes  (Tom.  II.  p.  412.)  a  passage 
.from  an  Arabic  writer,  who  says  that  Mu*  Abba  trans- 
lated both  the  Old  and  the  New  Testament.  No  copies 
however  of  this  version  have  been  hitherto  discovered, 
unless  Scaliger's  MS.  of  the  Revelation,  published  by  de 
Dieu,  be  considered  as  a  fragment  of  it. 

7.  Codex  anno  1582,  Romae  descriptus  ab  autographo 
pervetusto  ab  ipso,  ut  perhibetur,  Thoma  Heracleensi 
exarato  anno  622.  Ridley  de  Vers.  Syr.  sect  12.  See 
also  Adler's  Vers.  Syr.  p.  78.  who  has  there  printed  a 
specimen  of  this  MS.  and  adds  omnino  eundem  exhibet 

contextum 
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contextual  qui  io  editiombus  nostris  typis  expressus  le* 

f'tur.    It  follows  therefore  that  ScaligerVMS.  and  the 
Ibrence  MS.  contain  the  text  of  one  and  the  same  ver- 
sion.    But  if  we  go  a  step  ftiither^  and  conclude  from  the 
subscription  of  the  Florence  MS.  that  they  contain  apart 
of  the  Pbiloxenian  version,  we  involve  oursdves  in  a  dif*- 
ficulty,  which  Alder  hiimelf  has  felt,  wlio  contends  that 
the  style  of  the  Philoxeniau  vsersion  is  very  different  from 
that  of  the  Revelation  in  the .  two  above-mentioned  ma- 
nuscripts.    Now  all  that  th^  subscription  of  the  Florence 
MS.  imports  is,  ibBt  it  was  copied  from  an  Autograpfa 
wiuch  Thomas  had  written  with  his  own  hand.    This 
he  might  have  done,  though  it  were  not  translated  by 
Polycarp^  the  autbor  of  the  other  books  of  the  Philox^ 
man  version ;  and  the  subscription,  though  it  mentiom 
the  transcriber,  leaves  us  wholly  in  the  dark. with  respect 
to  the  tatinslator.     On  the.  other  hand,  if  the  subaeriptioa 
imports  that  Thomas  was  not  only  the  transcriber,  but 
the  translator,  it  is  not  extraordinary  tliat  the  style  of  his 
translation  should  be  different  from  that  of  Polycarp ; 
and  in  that  case  we  mu^  make' a  di3tinction  between  the 
IHdfloxenian^  and  the  Heraclean  version.    There  is  the 
foUowidg  passage  in  Pococke's  preface  to  his  edition  of 
the  four  catholic  epistles,  Unom  monere  liceat  Diony- 
slum  quendam  (ita  se  rbcsbt)  qui  commentariis  Syris  has 
una  cum  casleris  cahonicis,  et  Actis  Apostolorum,  oec^ 
t\fia  Apocalypsi  illustravit,  in  pr^iatione  ad  secandam 
Pitri  monere  '  Epistolam  secundam  Petri  non  frnsse  ver- 
som  in  linguam  %ram  cum  Ubrifl^  qui  diebos  antiquis 
redditi  sunt;    ideoque  non  ioveniri,  nisi  in trmslalaone 
Thomas  Episcopi,  qui  cognominabis  est  Heracltensis^  se- 
cundum nbmto  Heracleai  civitatis  sum/  But  after  all  the 
aubsciiptioQ:  itself  is  tetftmely  sudpidous ;  the  autografdl, 
from  which  the  ^Fioreace  MS,  was  copii^i  no  longer 
exijsAs,  we  have  to  other  authority  than  tiiie  tkire  word  of 
^copyist,  and-  his  terscity  is  at  least  dubious,  sineb 
Bidle/s'  Codex  Heracleensis  codtiins  even  the  four  ca« 
tholic  epistles  which  are  wanting  fai  the  Peshito,'  but  not 
.    .      &       ♦  ••  ■  tlie 
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the  Revelation,  whence  it  is  reasonable  to  condude  that 
this  book  was  never  published  by  Thomas  of  HarkeK     ' 
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j8.  Professor  Adler,  on  the  contrary,  in  his  Versiones  Sy- 
riacfls,  p.  78.  says  of  the  printed  Syriac  version  of  the  Re-^ 
velation^  A  genio  Philoxehianas  versionis  tantum  diffeH^ 
quantum  a  simplice.  Accusativum  quidem  ut  Philoxe^ 
nus  per  ^  praefixum  exprimit,  sed  tot  Grascis  verbis  civi* 
tatem,  vel  potius  peregrinitatem  non  dedit;  voces  vel 
phrases  ori^ne  Syriacas  Syriace  reddidit,  nulla  superflua 
explicatione  addita,  ut  cap.  i.  8.  conf.  vers.  Philox. 
Matth.  xxvii*  46.  Marc.  v.  41.  xiv.  36.  verba  composita 
non  expressit  ut  ffMyxotywcty  cap.  i.  9.  yz^LoM,  conf.  Philox. 
aivXAtnrfjEicyoc,  Marc.  iii.  5.  fx^oCoi^  ix.  6.  et  alia  multa, 
nomine  propria  more  Syrorum  non  ad  Grcecorum  pro- 
nuntiationem  scripsit,  verbo,  Uteris  nOn  tarn  anxie  in- 
htesit  quam  Philoxenus.  Statuimus  banc  Apocalypseos 
versionem  ab  alio  quidem  quam  versio  Syriaca  vulgata 
£vangeliorum  factam  esse,  sed  Philoxenum  auctorem  non 
agnoscere. 

§.  It  is  to  be  hoped  that  the  curiosity  of  the  learned 
will  shortly  be  gratified,  by  the  completion  of  Professor 
White's  edition  of  the  Codex  Heracleensis.  It  will  then 
appear,  whether  the  Syriac  version  of  the  four  catholi^ 
epistles'  wanting  in  the  Peshito,  which  was  published  by 
Pbcocke,  from  a  MS.  in  the  Bodleian  library,  has  the 
same  text  as  the  MS.  of  Ridley. 

Since  the  first  edition  of  tiiese  Notes  was  printed, 
Dr.  White  has  published  the  Philoxenian  version  of  the 
Acts  of  the  Apostles  and  the  Catholic  Epistles.  Another 
volume  containing  the  Epistles  of  St  Paul  is  shortly 
expected. 

« 
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1  o.  This  is  a  necessary  consequence,  if  the  four  ca- 
tholic epbtles,  published  by  Pococke,  and  since  admitted 
into  the  Syriac  Testament,  are  no  part  of  the  Philoxenian 
▼ersion. 

11.  Dr. 
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1 1 .  Dr.  Hassencamp's  Remarks  on  our  auihor^s  In-' 
trodoction  to  the  N.  T.,  which  relate  only  to  the  latter 
part  of  the  first  edition,  were  published  at  Marburg  in 
1 767,  under  the  following  title,  Anqierkun^  iiber  die 
letzten  Paragraphen  des  Herm  Hofi^th  Michaelis  Fin- 
leitung  ins  N.  T.     In  the  34'^  and  35**"  pages,  to  which 
our  author  refers,  Dr.  Hassencamp  quotes  one  example 
from  the  Syriac  works,  and  five  from  the  Greek  works 
of  Ephrem,  in  which  different  passages  are  introduced 
by  the  Syrian  father  firom  the  second  epistle  of  St  Peter; 
p.  42.  he  relates,  that  in  Ephrem's  Commentary  on  Ge- 
nesis (Vol.  I.  p.  1 36.  of  bb  Syriac  works)  are  expressions 
which  appear  to  have  been  borrowed  from  the  epistle  of 
St  Jude,  and  that  in  the  3'  vol.  of  his  Greek  works  the 
whole  epistle  of  St  Jude  is  inserted.    Now  it  must  be 
observed,  that  the  object  of  Dr.  Hassencamp  was  merely 
to  shew  that  the  four  catholic  epistles,  which  were  not 
admitted  into  the  Pesbito,  were,  still  acknowledged  as 
divine  by  the  Syrian  fathers.     But  the  present  question 
in  our  author's  Introduction  relates  to  a  totally  different 
subject,  namely,  whether  a  Syriac  version  of  these  four 
epbtles  existed  in  the  time  of  Ephrem ;  and  this  ques- 
tion remains  whoUv  undecided*     For  though  it  appears 
that  the  Peshito  existed  in  the  time  of  Ephrem ;  because 
his  Syriac  quotations  correspond  with  it,  yet,  as  no  other 
Syriac  quotation  has  been  produced  fi'om  his  works,  ia 
which  a  passage  from  these  four  epistles  is  alleged,  than 
001  {'-^i^jfvV!  01:^01,  2  Pet  iii.   1  o.  and  even  this  short 
passage  dmers  from  the  printed  text,  we  can  only  con- 
clude that  he  copied  not  firom  our  present  version,  but 
we  are  left  wholly  in  the  dark,  whether  in  quoting  he 
translated  for  himself,  or  copied  firom  some  version  al- 
ready made.    The  Greek  quotations  decide  nothing  in 
the  present  question,  for  they  shew  only  that  the  original 
was  known  to  Ephrem.      See  Assemani  Bibl.  Orient 
Tom.  I.  p.  44« 

12.  This  inference  is  wholly  ungrounded,  for  the  ex- 
istence of  a  Syriac  version  of  the  four  catholic  epistles  is 
by  no  means  necessary  to  procure  them  the  tide  n  ypatfn. 

The 


'    KlQ^TlSS  TO  CUAV.Vtl.  StCt^  X/  565. 

^e  passage  iit  the  Greek  works  of  Epbrem,  to  which 
oar  author  refers  in  the  note,  (where  it  liiust  be  observed; 
that  he  means  the  Roman,  not  the  Oxford  edition)  is, 

T«  tfAm  rvK¥»  ttiftw»kfl»  fir  AAnd'ffift,  where  Ephr^n^ 
quotes  the  fourth  verse  of  the  third  epistle  of  St  John^ 
which  agrees  with  our  printed  text  of  the  Greek  Testa^: 
ment,  except  that  the  latter,  instead  of  fiii ^oyor  rur»  has 
fftii^erff^air  rarMy.  It  follows,  theifefofre,  that  the  Syrian 
lather  acknowledged  the  third  epistle  of  St.  John  to  be 
a  part  of  holy  scripture:  but  for  the  inference,  that  this 
epistle  was  already  translated  into  Syriac,  there  seems  to' 
be  no  foundation,  unless  it  could  be  shewn  that  Epbreni 
was  unable  to  quote  from  the  original,  the  contrary  of 
which  is  known  to  be  true.  If  it  be  argued,  that  an 
episde,  dignified  by  a  Syrian  father  with  the  title  n 
y(*^,  though  not  admitted  into  the  canon  of  that 
church,  would  hardly  have  remained  untranslated  till  th^ 
end  of  the  fourth  century,  it  may  be  answered,  that  no 
one  will  deny  its  possibility,  or  even  probability,  but 
evidence  must  be  piroduced  before  it  can  be  asserted  as 
a  fact. 

13.  By  Pbiloxenian,  our  author  here  meand  the  coih* 
moo  printed  text  of  the  Revetotioo,  but  it  a|>pears  from 
Note  8,  that  it  is  at  least  a  matter  of  doubt-  whether 
this  title  can  with  propriety  be  applied  to  it. 

14.  j;:^)^  signifies  'sermo,  oratio,'  without  any  refe»> 
vence  to  metre.  But  Assemaii,  in  his  fiibl.  Orient 
Tom.  T.  p.  59.  speaking  of  the  compositions  of  Ephremt 
quotes  an  Arabic  passage  relative  to  this  subject,  in  which 
the  correspondent    word^U«  is  used,  and  which  he 

translates  *  carroina.' 

15.  Dr.  Hassencamp  has  here  again,  in  his  Remarks, 
p.  f' — 1 1 .  quoted  from  the  works  of  Ephrem  passages 
rriative  to  the  book  of  Revelation,  with  the  same  view 
as  he  had  quoted  passages  relating  to  the  four  catholic 
epistles :  but  he  draws  no  inference  whatsoever  with  re* 
upect  to  the  existence  of  a  Syriac  vision  of  the  Revela- 
tion in  the  time  of  Ej^rem,  i^or  from  these  premises 

Vol.  II.  N  w  .  alone 
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alone  can  any  such  inference  be  deduoedt  For  it  ap# 
pears  only  ^^t  Ephrem  was  acquabted  with  the  book 
of  Revelation,  not  that  he  had  a  Syriac  version  before 
his  eyes ;  and  the  same  remarks^  which  were  made  inr 
Note  11,  are  apidicable  in  the  presmt  instance*  The 
oldest  writer,  df  whom  it  can  be  poskivdy  affirmr^ 
ed  that  lie  quoted  from  a  Syriac  version  of  the  Se- 
▼datiiHi,  is  Jacob  .of  Edeasa,  whose  quotation  will  be 
examined  at  large  at  the  end  of  this  section ;  but  how 
imtny  years  it  was  written  before  his  time,  we  have  at 
present  not  sufficient  data  to  determine.  Perhaps  if  the 
Syriac  works  of  Ephrem  weie  examined^  with  more  at- 
tention, some  light  might  be  thrownon  a  subject,  which 
is  now  obseiure. 

PAGE  56. 
r  i6«  This  quotation  be^uos  in  the  middte  of  the  third 
verse,  ends  before  the  close  of  the  sixth,  and  only  the 
latter  half  of  the  fourth  verse  is  quoted.    I  httve  copied, 
not  from  the  transcript  in  our  author's   Introduction^ 
in  which  are  several  errate^  but  from  the  Synac  works 
of  Ephrem,  and  the  original  edition  of  de  JDieu.    The 
letters,  which  are  printed  with  the  Syriac  text  in  refe* 
lence  to  the  notes,  ive  (daced  at  the  end  <£  eaoh  word 
lo  be  noted,  but  in  our  author's  German,  edition  the 
marks  of  reference  are  placed  in  some  cases  be^Mne^  19 
others  after  the  word^to  be  noted,  which  creates  no  smaH 
confusion.    It  is  necessary  to  observe,  that  our  author, 
in  comparing  the  quotatimi  of  Jacob  with  the  text  of 
the  same  passage  as  it  sboids  in  the  edition  of  de  Dieu, 
presupposes  throu^out,  &at  the^  latter  is  a  purt  of  the 
Philoxenian  version,  and  this  very  hypothesis  has  led 
him  to  the  supposed  discovery  of  what  he  calls  Philoxe- 
nian  precision  in  some  cases,  where  no  such  precisi<^  is 
iFisible.    Those  who  adopt  a  different  hypothesis,  must 
for  tiie  term  ^Philoxenian  precision,'  substitute  'pre- 
cision of  the  author  of  th^  version  published  by  de  Dieu  ;' 
but  it  must  be  at  the  same  time  remarked,  that  Profiesaor 
Adler,  in  his  Versiones  Syriacs,  p.  79.  absolutely  denies 
that  the  same  anxious  exactness^  which  the  author  of  the 

Philoxeipian 
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Philoxenian  version  betrays,  is  visible,  at  least  in  sq^high   -^ 
a  degree,  in  the  Syriac  printed  text  of  the  Revelation. 

1 7.  In  the  sixth  verse  Lomad  is  likewise  prefixed  to 
)ZAj|  in  the  quotation  of  Jacob,  it  is  therefore  no  distin* 
guishing  mark  of  the  version  published  by  de  Dieu. 
But  it  does  not  appear  to  be  an  instance  of  precision, 
since  }Z^}  corresponds  more  precisely  to  the  Greek,  than 
{ZAip,  though  Lomad  is  frequently  used  in  the  Philoxe* 
nian  version^  as  well  as  in  the  version  of  the  Revela* 
tion,  to  denote  the  accusative.  With  respect  to  oi^^j^ 
\  omoiao,^  which  our  author  says  is  added  paraphrastic 
cally,  though  it  is  difficult  to  comprehend  m  what  the 
paraphrase  consists,  it  is  necessary  to  observe,  that  not  * 
only  this  word,  but  likewise  the  words  ^ooigQ  )ooi^,  are 
peculiar  te  the  quotation  of  Jacob,  at  least  in  this  par- 
ticular position,  though  our  author  has  inserted  them  in 
the  same  part  of  the  passage  quoted  from  de  Dieu.    But 

I  have  omitted  them  in  t^e  copy  of  the  printed  text,  as 
making  no  part  of  the  third  verse,  for  they  ar^  found  in 
that  part  of  the  fourth  verse,  which  is  here  not  quoted, 
and  are  the  translation  of  ntxf^^l*''^  Xf^^^  It  seems 
then«  that  Jacob  quoted  from  memory,  as  he  has  in^ 
serted  in  the  third  verse,  a  phrase  which  belongs  to  the 
fourth;*  and  this  very  circumstance  is  fevourable  to 
Stprr's  hypothesis,  though  the  learned  critic  has  not  ob- 
served it  himself.  % 

18.  It  is  true  il^t xcAnfAMi  is  translated  by  cao; '  equi- 
tavit'  in  the  old  Syriac  version,  Johti  xii.  15.  but  ver« 
14.  xe^i^^  is  translated  by  coZu,  the  very  word,  which 
IS  used  in  the  printed  text  of  the  Revelation,  and  which 
our  author  censures  as  not  being  so  good  a  translation 
as  the  word  used  by  Jacob. 
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19'.'  Inter  oculos'  is  in  Syriac  )»'^  Aidio,  and  jjuu  AiO 
signifies  rather  '  domicihum  oculorum,'  though  Ai«£>  is 
irequendy  written  contracted  A«£>,  as  Gen.  i.  4« 
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20.  But  if  Jatob  qooted  from  memory^  as  appears 
from  Note  17,  a  perfect  coincidence  is  not  to  be  ex- 
pected ;  and  the  foregoing  inquiry  leaves  tbe  question 
undecided. 

21.  It  is  true  that  these  words  are  in  the  text  of  de 
Dieu,  but  they  are  not  in  the  position  which  corresponds 
jto  their  place  in  the  quotation  of  Jacob,  who  has  tbeia 
in  the  third  verse,  whereas  in  the  text  of  de  Dieu  they 
are  in  that  part  of  the  fourth  verse,  which  is  not  c][uoted 
here.  Our  author  has  inserted  them  in  the  third  verse, 
but  as  this  is  not  if^arranted  by  the  text  of  de  Dieu» 
I  have  omitted  them. 


SECT.      XL 

« 
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.  !•  CborepisGppus,  mr  x^^  ivtrxnr^c.    See  Mosheiin 
de  rebus  CturistiaDorum  ante  CoostantiQum  M.  p.  137* 

^  .  * 
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2.  To  prevetit  mistakes,  it  is  necessary  to  observe 
that  Ridley  received  from  Amida,  or  as  it  is  at  present 
caDed  Diarbekr,  four  manuscripts,  the  second  and  third 
of  whieh^  according  to  >  his  arrangement,  are  copies  of 
the  Syriac  New  Testament.     His  Codex  2,  or  Codex 
Heracleensis,  contains  the  Philoxenian  version  through*- 
out,  and  is  that  which  was  collated  by  Wetstein,  and 
published  by  White.     His  Codex  3,  or  Codex  Barsali* 
bsei.  has  tbe  text  of  the  Philoxenian  version  in  the  Gos^ 
pels,  though  with  additions  not  found  in  the  original 
Philoxenian :  but  in  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles,  and  ia 
the  epistles,  it  hi^  the  text  of  the  Peshito.    This  is  what 
our  author  means  by  Ridley's  second  manuscript 

PAG» 
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3.  An  extract  from  this  part  of  our  author*s  Or.  Bibl. 
.  is  unnecessary^  because  he  himself  has  given  it  at  the 
end  of  this  section.  But  as  he  has  not  quoted  all  the 
examples,  they  will  be  supplied  occasionally  in  these 
notes. 

4.  Professor  Adler's  description  of  the  Roman  manu- 
scripts of  the  Philoxenian  version  may  be  seen  in  his  Ve^- 

.siones  Syriaca,  p.  59 — 74« 

5.  The  only  copy  of  the  Syriac  subscription  to  the 
Philoxenian  version,  which  had  been  at  that  time  pub- 
Ibhed,  was  ip  Assemani  Bibl.  Orient.  Tom.  IL  p.  93, 
and  in  the  third  plate,  annexed  to  p.  541.  of  the  first 
part  of  Blanchini  Evangeliarum  quadruplex,  where  a  fac 
simile  is  given  of  this  subscription  as  written  in  the  Co- 

.  dex  Angelicus,  though  a  Latin  translation  of  the  subscrip- 
tion of  the  Florence  MS.  had  been  published  by  LeLong 
in  his  Bibl.  sacra.  That  the  Latin  translations,  which  had 
been  published  by  Asseman,  Wetstein  and  Storr^  dif- 
fered from  ^h  otheK  is  by  no  nfeans  extraordinary, 
since  they  translated  from  the  subscriptions  of  different 
MSS.  in  which  the  Syriac  text  itself  varies ;  Asseman 
.firom  the  Codex  AngpUcus  (Bibl.  Or.  Tom.  IL  p.  95.) 
Wetstein  from  the  .Codex  Heracleensis  (Prol.  p.  112.) 
.  and  Storr  firom  the  Codex  Parisinus  (DeVers.  SYr.p.44.) 
The  Syriac  text  of  the  first  and  third  of  these  MSS.  as 
also  of  the  Codex  Assemanianus  1,  is  printed  in  Adier's 
Versiones  Syriacae,  p.  45 — 47.  that  of  the  second  is  here 
printed  by  our  author  from  the  Oxford  edition.      He 
has  annexed  to  it  a  German  translation,  but  I  have  sub- 
stituted Wetstein's  Latin  translation,  because  the  latter 
if  we  except  a  single  word^  which  is  not  warranted  by 
the  original,  and  which  I  have  therefore  omitted,  ad- 
.faeres  more  closely  to  the  Syriac  than  bur  author's  Ger 
man  translation,     I  have  likewise  inserted  the  translation 
of  «.«oio;AMOo,and  of  the  last  clause,  which  Wetstein  had 
omitted  as  having  no  immediate  reference  to  the  history 
of  the  Philoxenian  version.  '  But  there  is  one  expression 
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in  the  last  part  of  the  subscriptioD,  which  I  own  I  do  not 
understand,  namely  ys^LL  jAiAOt  which  Wetstein  trans* 
lates,  /  anno  noningentesimo  vicesimo  septioio/  and  in 
this  translation  he  is  followed  botii  by  Dr.  White  and  our 
author.  Now  whether  ycxoLL  is  an  erratum  in  White's 
editions  or  not,  I  will  not  pretend  to  determine ;  but 
instead  of  this  word,  other  MSS.  of  the  Philoxenian 
versioiv.  have  ^lojo  ^v<a:io  j}^&^A  which  is  literally 
^  noningentesimus.  vicesimus  septimus.'  See  Adler's 
Vers.  Syr.  p.  46.  It  is  probably  however  not  an  erra- 
tum, as  it  signifies  in  numerals  the  same  thing,  namely 

927. 

6.  A  description  of  these  three  manuscripts  is  given 

by  Adler,  who  calls  them  Codd.  Assemaniani,  1,2,  3.  in 
his  Versiones  SyriaQffi,  p.  63,  64.  76.  Of  the  second  he 
says.  Omnibus,  quos  laudavi,  codicibus  prse&tat  codex 
Evangeliorum  Assemanianus  2.  But  of  the  third,  he  says 
that  they  are  mistaken,  who  suppose  it  to  be  Philoxenian, 
for  it  contains  the  text  of  the  Peshito,  and  the  error  has 
been  occasioned  bj{.  the  absurdity  of  the  transcriber,  who 
has  annexed  to  the  old  Syriac  version  the  subscription  of 
the  new,  which  he  has  at  the  same  time  strangely  altered 
and  perverted.  To  prevent  mistakes,  it  may  not  be  im- 
proper to  add,  that  in  several  dissertations  on  the  Phi- 
loxenian version,  in  that  for  instancenvritten  by  Professor 
Storr,  and  published  in  the  seventh,  volume  of  the  Re- 
pertorium,  the  very  best  which  has  hitherto  appeared, 
the^e  three  MSS.  are  quoted  by  the  title  Codices  xi.  xiv, 
XV.  because  they  were  thus  noted  in  the  library  of  Jo- 
seph Simon  Asseman,  Mho  bequeathed  them  to  Evodius 
Assemau,  as  appears  from  the  account  communicated  to 
White,  p.  641.  645.  648.  of  his  edition  of  the  Phi- 
loxeRian  version.  But  by  Evodius  Asseman  tl^y  must 
again  hav^  been  differently  numbered,  for  Adter,  who 
examined  th^m  in  his  library,  says  of  the  first,  ^  adser- 
vabatur  inter  codices  Syriacos  Assemanianos  i^umero 
ix.'  of  the  second,  ^  numero  tJ  unless  we  suppose  that 
there  is  an  erratum  in  on6  of  the  two  accounts.    Where 
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they  have  been  deposited  «Doe  the  deatii  of  Evodius 
Asseman  is  unknown. 
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7.  For  that  reason  Adler,  p.  47^  suspects  them  to  be 
spurious.  It  may  be  likewise  remarked  as  a  peculiarity 
in  the  Codex  Angeljcus,  which  our  author  has  not  noted, 
that  the  date  Si  9.  of  Alexander  is  there  omitted. 

8.  Professor  Storr  conjectures  (Repertorium,  Vol.  VII. 

gi4.)  that  the  genuine*  reading  is- '  duo  exemplaria 
raeca/as  found  in  the  Cod.  Hidl.  Par.  and  Asseman.  i. 
that '  tria'  was  noted  in  the  margin  -  of  the  subscription 
in  the  Asseman,  1 .  by  some  critic,  who  had  observed  the 
following  note  in  the  PhiL  vers.  Matth.  xxviii.  5.  rela* 
tit^  to  the  word  Nazarene.  ^  In  tribus  ^xempUribus 
Graecis  et  uno'  Syriaco,  antiquo  illo,  non  inventum  est 
nomen  Nazarenum/  (p.  154.  of  White'^  edttioi^  and 
that  hence,  in  later  transcripts,  *  tria'  was  inserted  in  the 
text  of.  the  subscription,  as  in  theCodd.  Angel.  Asse- 
man. 2,  3. 

9.  The  first  explanation  of  Asseman  seems  to  be  the 
best,  for  according  to  the  latter,  there  is  not  only  a  tau- 
Udogy,  but  a  very  forced  construction. 
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10.  The  Paris  MS.  has  ]oJ^,  but  Adler,  p.  48.  says 
of  this  whole  passage, '  Hasc  verba  additamenta  esse  quis 
Bonsentit?' 

11.  This  conjecture  is  founded  on  the  following  pas- 
sage in  the  description  communicated  to  White  by  £va- 
dius  Asseman,  (p.  647.)  ^  Ad  cfdcem  evang^lii  S.  Jo- 
haunis  caUigraphus  describit  ep^^hen  Tbomse  Hera- 
cleensis,  quam  in  prasradenti  comce  retuli.'  But  as  the 
word  oo£  is  in  some  MSS.  retained,  in  others  omitted, 
tbb  general  assertion  of  Asseman,  that  the  two  MSS. 
have  the  same  subscription,  leads  to  no  positive  concla- 
sioQi  with  respect  to  the  word  laoZ  in  particular.  Un- 
fortunately we  are  deprived  of  the  means  of  determining 
the  queationi  for  aiiice  the  time  tiiat  Asseman  wrote  thjp 

;n  N  4  tetter. 
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Jelter,  nolMODly  the  subscription^  but  the  letter  part  of 
St.  John  s  Gospel,  from  chap,  xviii.  to  the  eod,  baseiA^ 
been  stolen  from  this  MS.  or  by  some  accident  has  been 
lost.     See  Adler's  Vers.  Syr.  p.  65. 

12.  I  have  here  tnken  the  liberty,  for  our  authpr^s 
German  translation,  and  a  part  of  the  Syriac  text,  whicb 
be  has  so  intermixed  with  the  translation  as  to  create  con- 
fusion, to  substitute  the  Latin  version  of  Evodius  Asse* 
man,  printed  in  While's  edition  of  the  Philoxenian  ver- 
sion, p.  649.  The  last  part  of  the  subscription^  which 
was  not  communicated  by  Assemao^  may  be  seen  la 
Adler's  Vers.  Syr.  p.  77. 
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,  1 3.  This  remark  implies  that  the  edition  of  Tbomas^ 
and  that  of  the  year  616,  were  two  different  editions^  the 
imprababjlity  of  whicb  will  appear  from  Note  93, 

0 
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14.  For  an  account  of  these  marginal  readings,  see 
Storr  de  V^rs.  Syriacis,  sect.  25.  28.  and  Adlei^s  Ver- 
siones  Syriacae,  p.  79.  Whether  all  the  marginal  notes 
proceeded  from  Thomas,  or  whether  many  of  them  are 
not  to  be  ascribed  to  a  later  critic,  or  critics,  is  a  subject, 
on  which  the  learned  are  still  divided.  The  use  of  the 
-obeli  and  asrterisks,  which  Thomas  appears  to  have 
adopted  fromOrigen's  Hexapla,  is  described  in  White's 
Preface  to  the  Philoxenian  version,  i  6.  This  learned 
^writer  is  of  opitiion,  that  they  were  designed  to  shew  the 
difference 'bd'wfeen  the  Philoxenian  text  and  the  Greek 
'MSS.  i^ith  which  it  was  collated.  Wetstein  and  Storr, 
'<m  the  contk^y,  suppose  that  ttiey  ^Vere  intendied  to 
point  out  the  difference  between  th6  new  and  the  old 
iSyriac  versions.  All  three  agree'  In  the  opinion,  that  the 
•feadings  in  the  text,  marked  with  asterisks,  were  taken 
•from  Greek  MSS.,  but  to  this  Professor  Adicr  objects, 
•(BA)lisch-critische*ReiBej  p.  107.)  and  relates  Ifeat  read- 
ings'are  very  fi^equentiy  rt)iirkf«!  witii  Mteriskisf,  where  it 
16  expressly  said  that  they  1^  not  in'  Gireek  MSS..  He 
5  adds. 
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mdds,  that  they  are  used  in  so  iDdkcritninate  a  manner, 
as  to  make  it  difficult  lo  determine  their  real  design.  At 
present  bowjever  (in  1801)  the  reader  may  consult 
Dr.  White's  Prcemonitio  de  asteriuns  et  obelis  in  codice 
Ridleiano  usurpatis,  which  is^  prefixed  to  his  edition  of 
tiie  Phiioxenian  version  of  the  Acts  and  the  Catholic 
Epistles. 

1 5.  This  Syriac  word  our  author,  with  Wetstein,  and 
most  other  German  writers,  expresses  in  European  cha* 
racters  by  Charkel,  because  cb  in  German,  has  nearly 
the  same  guttural  sound  as  mi^  in  Syriac.  Ridley  has 
imitated  Wetstein,  as  being  unacquainted  with  the  Ger- 
man pronundatibn,  but  as  cb,  when  pronounced  by  an 
Englishman,  has  not  the  lea^t  similarity  to  the  Syriac 
Ueth,  which  the  Germans  express  by  Cheth,  I  have 
written  the  word  Harkel,  in  the  same  manner  as  Asse* 
man  has  ibUowed  the  Italian  orthography,  and  written 
it  Harcbel.  The  Latin  word  adopted  by  Asseman,  and 
received  by  subsequent  Latin  writers  to  express  the  Sy- 
riac ^Lb^  by  no  means  corresponds  to  the  Syriac  name, 
which  ouglit  to  be  expressed  in  Latin  by  riarcelea,  and 

'the  adjective  should  be  written  not  Heracleensis,  but 
Harcelensis,  dr  contracted  Harclensis,  as  Adler  baa  writ- 
ten it  Besides,  the  word  Heraclea  is  attended  with  this 
very  material  inconvenience,  that  most  readers-  are  led 
by  it  into  the  error  of  supposing  it  to  be  a  city  called  by 

.the  Greeks  HfamAim,  wbereaa  it  was  a  paltry  town  or 
village  in  the  East,  of  which  the.  Greeks  had  no  know- 
ledge. 

16.  See  Assemani  Bibl.  Orient.  Tom.  IL  p.  91. 
Not  t. 

1 7.  This  word  is  written  in  Syriac  cAOid^fs^,  Asse- 
mani Bibl.  Orient  Tom.  IL  p.  93.  but  he  says,  p.  91. 
Syris  hodie  tm^yv^  et  oau^  appeUatur. 

1 8.  For  tfaat  very  reason  he  cannot  have  been  the  new 
editor  of  the  Phiioxenian  version,  since  a  contemporary 
of  Philoxcnus  would   hardly  have  undertaken  a  new 

^edition  of  a  version  just  published.       .  . 

19.  That 
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1 9.  That  Afiseman  had  really  historical  evidteod  oa 
his  side,  ai^)ear8  from  Uie  foUowiog  passage  of  Bar  He* 
br»u8,  quoted  in  Bibl.  Orient  Tom.  II.  p.  ^4.  Sub 
hffic  tempora  (scil.  anno  Onecorum  927,  vd  Chnsti  616) 
Thomas  Heracleensis  coenobii  Taril  monachus,  qui  a 
puero  in  Kenserinensi  mooasterio  litois  Gneds  ^ccultus 
postea  Mabugi  episcopus  fuit,  exagitatus  autem  a  Do- 
mitio  Melitensi  in  JEgyptum  profectus  est,  hafaitavitque 
in  Anton  Alexandrian,  in  sacro  Antonianim  monasteries 
ubi  memorabili  diligentia  sacrum  fivangdbrum  cod»- 
cem,  et  reliquos  Novi  Testamenti  libros  admodqm  ex- 
acta  et  accurate  emendatione  restibiit,  post  primam  ver- 
sionem  Philoxeni  M abugeosis  studio  eiaboratam.  TThis 
account  of  Bar  Hebnaus,  who  was  undoubtedly  the  veiy 
best  historian  the  Syrians  ever  had,  agrees  so  exactly  wHfa 
the  subscription  of  the  Phiioxenian  version  in  the  copies 
now  extant,  that  there  seems  no  longer  room  for  ddublL 
To  the  testimony  of  Bar  Hebrseus,  may  be  added  the 
evidence  of  an  anonymous  Syriac  wnier^  quoted  by 
Asseman  in  his  Bihl.  Orient  Tom.  tl.  p.  90,  91.  who 
confounds  indeed,  ia  his  relation»  the  cities  of  Geraia>» 
nicia  and  Mabug,  but  expressly  asserts  that  the  Thomas 
of  Harkel,  who  corrected  and  pubUshed  the  Philaxenian 
version,  lived  in  a  century  subsequent  to  the  ase  of  Pbi* 
loxenus.  We  must  ccndude  therefore^  that  die  bishop 
of  the  name  of  Thomas,  who  was  alive  in  the  year  533, 
and  died  at  Samosata,  had  no  connexion  whatsoever  wUdl 
the  new  editiop  of  the  PhUoxenian  versiob; 
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20.  For  the  sake  of  perspicuity,  it  is  necessary  to  tran- 
scribe the  ^hole  passage  whidb  Asseman  has  quoted  from 
Bar  Hebrsus.  Atque  hi  characteres  sunt  s&tatis  Thomas 
Heracleensis,  qui  primam  Novi  Testamenti  vemonem  u 
Mar  Philoxeno  Mabugrasi  elaboratam  emendavit.  Ve- 
rum  annus  quo  Aba  ordinatas  est,  niminim  sub  Chaaraa. 
Anuscervano  octo  supra  septua^nta  anni?  pnecedit  euni» 
quo  Biblia  in  Anton  Alexandre  a  Thoma  emendata 

aunty 
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sfinty  tiddicet  GfttGorutn  poogontorioiuin  vigesimuiQ 
septiiDUin.  Alius  igitur  fortasse  extitit  Thomas  doctor, 
ante  Thom<Jn  HetBcleensem.  Asaemani  Bibl.  Orient 
Tom.  IL  p.  411-  This  aopount  again  confirms  what 
was  related  in  the  preceding  note,,  and  there  b  no  con- 
tradiction or  difficulty  whatsoever.  For  it  is  evident  that 
Mar  Aba  was  not  a  contemporary  of  Thomas  of  Harkel, 
and  it  is  the  more  extraordinary  that  our  author  should 
confound  the  preceptor  of  Mar  Aba  with  the  editor  ttf 
the  Philoxenian  version,  as  the  former  is  expressly  called, 
in  the  page  above  quoted,  Thomas  quidam  Jacobita. 

ai.  Here  our  author  seems  to  have  misunderstood 
Professor  Storr,  for  though  this  learned  writer  is  of  opi- 
nion that  not  all  the  mai^nal  readings  are  to  be  ascribed 
to  Thomas  of  Harkel,  yet  he  assumes  not  two  diflferent 
editions,  one  by  Thomas,  another  in  6 1 6,  for  he  maior 
tains  that  they  are  one  and  the  same.  Hanc  versionem 
Syriacam  sesculo  sexto  factam,  et  sequenti  a  Thoma  Hera- 
deensiccum  codicibus  Gradds  comparatam,  &c. 

Storr  de  vers.  Syr.  sect  32. 

29.  See  Wetstem's  Prolegomena,  p.  1 13. 

23.  It  appears  from  the  foregoing  description,  &at 
our  author  assumes  four  editions  of  the  Philoxenian  vec- 
sion.  1.  The  original  edition  of  the  version  made  by 
Polycarp,  under  tte*  patronage  of  Philoxenus  in  the  year 
508.  t.  The  edition  by  Thomas  of  Harkel,  who  col- 
lated it  with  Greek  milnuscripts  at  Alexandria.  3.  The 
edition  of  616,  likewise  at  Alexandria,  of  which  ^edi- 
tor is  not  mentioned.  4.  The  edition  of  Barsalibaeus  in 
the  tweUtti  century. 

Otiier  critics  on  the  contrary  contend,  that  what  are 
here  called  the  2'  and  3'  editions,  are  in  fact  one  and 
the  same.  The  question  may  be  b^  determined  by  a 
proper  explanation  of  the  above-quoted  subscription  to 
this  version.  The  first  edition  is  cleariy  distinguished 
from  the  second  by  the  words,  '  GoUatos  fuit  postea  a 
me  Thoma.'  The  third  likewise  seems  to  be  distinguished 
fiwn  tibe  second  by  the  words^  *  Iterum  scriptus  est  et 
coUatusin  loco  dicto  anno  927  Alexandri  (610  Christi)/ 

But 
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But  10  no  date  is  atiiiexcid'to  the  seoetid  part  of  the^rii^ 
^cription,  in  which  mentbn  is  in«de  of  the  coUation  of 
I'homas,  it  is  possible,  and  even  probitbley^hat  the  date 
616  refers  not  only  to  the  time,  in  which  the  transcripts 
iR^ere  taken,  bat  likewise  to  the  time,  in  which  the  editor 
Thomas  lived.  This  conjecture  derives  additional  force 
from  the  circumstance,  that  the  transcripts  were  made 
at  Alexandria,  where  die  Syriac  language  was  unknown^ 
and  where  copies  would  not  have  hem  taken  of  the 
Syriac  version,  but  on  some  such  extraordinary  occasion 
as  that  of  the  residence  of  Thomas  of  Harkel  in  that 
city,  with  a  view  of  collating  Greek  manuscripts.  Instead, 
therefore,  of  translating  the  word  <oeZr  by  *  iterum,'  the 
whole  subscription  would  become  intelligible  if  we  trans* 
lated  it  by  ^  porro;'  and  it  is  certainly  capable  of  this 
sense,  because  the  correspondent  Chaldee  word  3in»  sig^ 
nifies  not  only  iterum,  but  amjriius,  and  uherius.  A 
-word  expressive  of  porro,  has  a  very  proper  r^rence  to 
l^foo  ^  primum,'  in  the  first  part  >  d  the  sabscriptioo, 
wHich  applies  to  the  original  translator,  and  to  ^-^ 
'  postea,'  in  the  second,  which  relates  to  the  new  editor 
Thomas,  whereas  if  cooZ  be  supposed  to  rrfer.  to  a 
-third  editor^  and  be  explained  ^  itemm,*  or  '  secunda 
vice,'  it  seems  to  involve  a  contiadiefion;  But,  setting 
tiiis  argument  aside^  it  eannot  be  denied  that  the  words 
-oZb^)  ooil  admit  at  leasts  the  Sense  of  ^  porro  scrips 
est,'  and  in  that  sense  die|y  will  have  refe^nce  not-  to  a 
new  editor,  but  to  the  transcriber  who  was-  chavgsd  with 
taking  copies,  of  the  edition;  o£  Thomas;  and  ^coUatus 
est/  which  is  not  followed  by  ^  exempkuibusr  Greens,'  as 
in  the  second  piirt  of  the  subscription,  can  have,  no  refe- 
rence to  a  new  collataon,  but  relates  merely  to  the  com- 
parison  of  each  copy,  which  the  transcriber  had  taken, 
with  the  ordinal  delivered  to  him  by  tiie  editor,  in  or- 
der to  correct  the  errata.  Thatthis  ex)^anation  is  agree* 
able  to  the  truth,  is  probable,  because  it  removes  eveiy 
'-difficulty  :  but  the  following  considerations  put  th&  mat- 
ter out  of  doubt  In  the  sentence  immediately  foUowiog 
the  date  616^  the  writer,  speaks  in  ^£tstperson».  <  quaa* 

tam 
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tarn  molestiatn  habueriiri :'  he  speaks  also  iti  the  first  per« 
son  in  the  second  part,  '  coliatus  est  a  me  Thoma,*^^ 
whereas  the  account  given  in  the  first  part,  rdative  to 
the  original  translator,  is  delivered  in  the  third  person. 
It  necessarily  follows  therefore,  that  '  coliatus  est  a  me 
Thoma/  and  *  quantam  mo]estiam  habuerim/  refer  to' 
one  and  the  s^me  person,  and  that  the  whole  subscription 
was  written  by  Thomas  himself:  for  had  it  becA  com« 
posed  by  a  later  editor,  he  would 'have  used  the  third 
person  in  speaking  of  Thomas^  as  well  as  in  speaking  of 
Philoxenus.  If  it  be  still  objected,  that  the.  whole  may 
be  a  composition  of  two  difierent  sobscriptibdis»  that  of 
Thomas  ending  with  the  words  '  monasterio  sadctoiAn«i 
toniano,*  and  that  of  the  new  editor  banning  with 
^  Porro  scriptus  est  et  coliatus/  we  may  reply,  i.  That 
a  new  editor  would  bave  mentioned  bis  own  name,  which 
he  Goukl  have  done,  if  really  an  editor,  with  the  same 
propriety  as  Thomas.  2.  That  he  wOuid  probably  have 
retained  the  whole  of  the  subscription  written .  by  the 
former  editor.  But  the  third  part  of  the  subscription 
•contains  no  new  name,  and  liie  subscription  written » by 
Thomas  could  hardly  have  ended  with  *  naoaasteTio 
sancto  Antoniano,'  for  in  that  case  there  would  have 
iailed,  what  was  seldom  omitted  in  subscriptions  of  this 
idnd,  both  the  date  and  the  usual  benedicdon« 

It  seems  then  that  there  are  only  two  editions  of  the 
Philoxenian  version.  1 .  The  original  translation  as  it 
proceeded  from  the  hands  of  Poly  carp  in  the  year  508* 
•2.  As  revised,  corrected,  and  re^published  at  Alexan- 
dria by  Thomas  of  Harkel  in  616.  The  single  copy  of 
the  four  Gospels,  with  the  alterations  of  Barsalibasus  in 
the  twelfth  century, '  is  hardly  entitled  to  the  name  of  a 
new  editi<^.  All  the  manuscripts,  which  have  the  aboves- 
tnentioned  subscription,  belong  of  course  to  the  second 
edition;  but  as  the  Codex  Florentinus,  described  by 
Adler  in  his  Vers.  Syriacae,  p.  52-^55.  has  neither  this 
subscription,  nor  the  margina,!  readings,-  it  is  perhaps  a 
copy  of  the  first  edition.  It  may  be  likewise  remarked, 
as  Adler  says  of  this  manuscript '  contextus  ab  Hardens! 

recensione 
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recensioDe  param  diffiftrre  videtur/  tb^  Thomas  of  Har- 
ftel  acted  probably  in  bb  edition  of  the  new  Syriac  ver- 
8ien»  as  Griesbach  has  done  in  his  edition  of  the  Greek 
Testamept,  altering  the  text  in  those  cases  only  wb^e  h 
was  maidfestly  erroneous^  and  referring  the  other  read^ 
iogs  to  the  margin. 

A  catalogue  ^manuscripts  of  the  Philoxenian  version 
is  g^ven  by  Ridley,  De  vers.  Syr.  sect  12.  iu;id  he  has 
d^kcribed  lus  own  manuscripts  sect  13.  Storr  has  de* 
scribed  the  PaHs  manuscript  in  has  Dissertation  de  vers* 
Syr.  sect  23 — 29.  And  the  Bodleian  manascript  sect  30 
•^32.  It  is  described  also  in  Uri's  Catalogue,  N\  i6« 
among  the  Syriac  manuscripts.  A  very  accurate  and. 
criticd  description  of  Italian,  md  other  manuscripts  of 
tiiis  version,  is  given  by  Adler  in  his  Versiones  Syiiacart 
p.  52^-^79.  who  has  at  the  same  time  corrected,  several 
mistakes  ib  Ridley's  catalomie.  Professor  Paulus  like* 
wise  published  at  Udmstadt,  in  1 788,  a  smsil  pampU^ 
entitled,  Accuratior  manuscriptorum*,  quibus  versio  N.  T. 
Phiioseniana  continetur,  catalogus,  com  quibusdam  ad 
viros  eruditos  quaestiombQS.  &it  though  every  one  must 
be  curious  tornd  what  is  written  by  so  learned  an  author, 
the  paipphlet  is  so  scarce,  that  it  is  at  present  not  to  be 
procured.  Lastly,  it  may  be  observed,  that  since  Rid- 
ley's Codex  Heradeensis  contains  the  text  of  the  Phi*- 
loxenian  verbbn,  in  the  Acts  and  in  the  £pisUes,  as  wdl 
as  in  the  Gospds,  it  is  the  only  known  manuscript  which 
contains  the  whole  of  this  version,  not  excepting  the 
cdebrated  Codex  Angelicus.'  See  Adler's  Vers.  Syr. 

p.  74. 

24.  Our  author  here  alludes  to  Storr's  Dissertatio  de 
versionibus  Syriads,  published  in  1772,  in  which  is  a 
particular  chapter  De  versionis  indole,  p.  81 — 100.  but 
it  is  extraordinary  that  he  makes  no  mention  of  the  very 
best  critical  description  timt  has  been  hitherto  given  m 
tiie  Philoxenian  verBioo,  Ukewise  written  by  fVofessor 
Storr,  and  published  in  i78o«  in  the  seventh  volume  of 
tbetReperteirium. 
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^5.  See  the  Notes  to  sect.  6.  particularly  Note  1 2. 
•  a6.  Oar  author  has  here  ^yen  the  same  examples  as 
m  his  lotroductioDi  with  the  addition  of  two  others, 
Ximi,  Mark  xii.  42.  and  »^a(|BiMir,  Mark  xiv.  13.  which 
tfie  author  of  the  PbiloxenisD  version  has  retained^  and 
written  in  Syriac  characters. 

^      .  FAGE  69. 

"^  27.  Here  again  are  ^ve&  the  same  examples,  to  which 
are  added  some  other  mstances  of  this  ridicidous  mode 
of  translating,  for  instance  onAAun/umc,  Mark  iii.  5.  by 
(02)^:0  ,ao  ir*'^!  '  simul  ^  contaistatus/  in  order  to  ex- 
press the  Greek  d-uy,  and  ixfrtCoi,  Maiic  ix.  6.  by  )Al^»  -^ 
<  e  tiffloie,-  in  order  to  express  the  Greek  n. 

28*  An  exami^  of  this  kind,  which  our  author  gives 
in  his  Orient  Bibl.  is  •«fif»  whi«ih  in  one  instance  is 
written  ^^  aceordifi|(to  the  Oi*imtat  orthography,  m 
another  tfao^)a,  in  imitation  of  the  Greek. 

PAGE  70. 

29.  literally  '  in  loco  loco>'  that  is  '  in  singulis  locis.' 

30W  Namely,  with  the  Codex  Alexandrinus,  Mark  v. 

7. 11.  with  the  Codex  CoUe^i  Novi,  ch.  v.  15.  with 

the  Montfortianus,  cb.  i.  31.  the  Parisinus  sextu^  ch.  rm. 

17.  and  Stephani  octavus,  ch.  id.  24.  xiv.  43. 

PAGE  7]. 

.3i«  Our  author  should  rather  have  said  in  all  the 
manuscripts  of  the  Philoxenian  version  at  present  known, 
except  the  Codex  Barsalibaei,  and  the  Codex  Parisinus, 
M  which  last  MS.  it  is  not  in  the  text,  but  only  in  the 
xnai]^.  (Storr  de  vers.  Syr.  p.  55.)  Whether  the 
Codex  Barsalibeei  hits  it  in  the  text,  or  10  the  maigb^  Dr. 
Ridley  has  not  related.  Asseman,  in  his  catalogue  of  the 
Medicean  library  published  at  Florence  in  1752,  had 
asserted  that  the  passage  was  contained  in  the  Codex 
Florentinusy  but  Adler,  who  has  carefully  examined  this 

MS. 
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MS.  says  in  'his  Vers.  Syr.  p.  55.  Deest  certe  et  in 
Dostro,  et  omnibus  quos  vidi  utriusque  versionis  Syriacse 
exemplis. 

32.  Storr  says  only  pautto  aliter,  quam  versionis  ex- 
emplar Usserianum,  e  qao  locus venitin editiones  plnres. 
And  this  trifling  difierenoQ  is  such  as  to  leave  no  room. 
fi>r  dqubt  that  the  translation  of  this  passagp^  as  it  stood 
in  A.  Usher's  MS.  whether  in  the  margin  or  in  the  text^ 
was  the  very  same  version,  as  is  found  in  the  maj^  of 
the  Paris  manuscript  Tl^is  appears  from  Note  41  to 
th^  second  section  of  this  chapter. 

33*  That  is;  the  Codex  Heracleensis. 

« 
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34.  The  Codex  Barsalibei, 

35.  Because  the  word  would  then  be  in  statu  empha- 
tico,  and  could  have  no.  reference  to  |oC^  in  which  case 
the  passage  of  the  Philoxenian  version  would  literallyex*- 
press  /*vn(iov  mu^^mk^  bw  oc  tfmiftf^A^  n  rm^ia* 

PAGE    73. 

36.  See  Note  13.  taCbap.  vi.  sect  8.  Also  Adler's 
Vers.  Syr.  p.  64,  65. 

37.  In  addition  to  those  selected  by  Wetstein,  a  very 
complete  collection  of  the  various  readings  of  tiie  Phi- 
loxenian version  of  the  four  Gospels^  in  reference  to  the 
Greek  text,  has  been  communicated  by  Professor  Storr 
in  the  tenth  volume  of  the  Repertorium,  p.  1 — 58. 
And  in  the  seventh  volume  of  the  Repertorium,  p.  3 — 5* 
27 — 38.  51.  75.  he  has  corrected  the  mistakes*  which 
had  been  made  by  Wetstein.  Of  the  marginal  readiof^ 
Professor  Adler  has  given  a  very  accurate  collation  in  bn 
Vers.  Syr.  p.  79 — 134;  of  which  he  says,  quantum  pr&- 
tium  hisce  variis  lectionibus  e  codicibus  coUectis,  qui 
jseptimo  sseculo  preestanUores  jam  haberentur*  tribuen^ 
dum  ait  quisque  &cile  judicaUt 
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1 . .  The  only  translation  hitherto  discovered  of  Mat 

Abbe,  or  Paul  the  monk,  is  the  story  of  the  adulteress  in 

the  Cod.  Barsalibtei  and  Codex  Parisinus.    An  Arabic 

writer,  quoted  by  Asseman  in  his  Orient  BibT.  Tom.  IL 

p.  412.  relates  tliat  Mar  Abba  translated  into  Syriac 

both  tbcf  Old  and  New  Testament,  but  no  copies  of  this 

version  are  at  present  known.    With  respect  to  Pdul  the 

monk,  it  is  difficult  to  determine  who  he  was,  or  whether 

be  translated  more  than  the  above-mentioned  passage  in 

the  Paris  manuscript.     Asseman,  though  he  has  a  long 

list  of  Bishops  of  the  name  of  Paul,  mentions  only  tbtee 

monks  of  that  name  (Tom.  III.  P.  I.  p.  280.  489. 

498.),  but  no  translation  is  ascribed  to  any  one  of  them^ 

nor  ev^n  to  any  Bishop  of  that  niEime,  except  to  Paul  of 

Tela.    If  we  suppose  these  two  persons  to  be  one  and 

tiie  same,  the  story  of  the  adulteress  must  be  the  only 

part  of  the  New  Testament  which  be  translated,  for  Bar 

Hd)r»us  ascribes  to  Paul  of  Tela  a  translation  only  of 

the  Old.     See  Assemani  Bibl.  Orient.  Tom.  II.  p.  48. 

After  all,  the  tradition  recorded  in  the  Paris  MS.,  which 

ascribes  the  translation  of  John  viii.  1 — 11.  to  Paul,  is« 

probably  false,  if  it  be  true  that  Mar  Abba  translated 

the  passage  in  the  Codex  Barsalibsei,  for  both  MSS.  have 

tfae  text  of  one  and  the  same  translation.     See  Note  41 

to  sect.  2. 

2.  The  Horreiim  mysteriorum  of  Bar  Hebrasus  has^ 
never  been  published,  and  the  only  few  extracts  which 
have  of  this  celebrated,  and,  as  is  said,  valuable  work, 
those  which  have  been  given  by  Asseman  in  his 
BibUotheca  Orientalis. 

3*  It  IS  well  known  that  the  reading  of  the  printed 

Syriac  text  Acts  xx.  28.  is  ecclesiam  Christi,  but  in  the 

Codex  Syriacus  Vaticanus  21,  Adler  found  the  reading 

ecclesiam  I>eL    See  his  Versiones  Syriacie,  p.  17. 

Vox.  IL  O  o  yACB 
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4.  Asseman,  in  his  Bibk  Orient  Tom.  II.  p.  283. 
says,  ^  Pneterea  duae  alias  Syriacas,  pneter  simplicem  cui 
presse  inbasret,  versiones  identideln  (scil.  in  Horreo  mys- 
tenbrtimy  citantur,  radairum  Heracleenris^  et  KarkaptMi- 
sis,  hoc  est  Montana,  qua  videlicet  incola)  montiam  utan* 
tur/  Now  as  the  words  Heracle^sis  and  Karkiaphensis 
are  immediately  preceded  by  ^  praeter  siraplioem/  it  seems 
from  this  description  that  the  Karkaphensis  ^as  a  version 
as  distinct  from  the  simplex,  aa  the  Heracleeiisis.  Bui 
several  critics  have  supposed  it  to  be  only  a  partKahnr 
edition  of  the  Peshito,  or  even  nothfbg  more,  than  the 
name  of  some  celebrated  MS.  of  that  version,  because 
our  author  asserts  that  the  Karicaphensis  was  used  by  tb& 
Nestorians,  who  are  known  to  have  adhered  to  the  Pe* 
shita  But  this  assertion  is  grounded  on  no  antborityj 
for  Asseman)  Tom.  III.  P.  II.  p.  379.  where  he  speidcs 
of  the  Eastern  Nestorians,  makes  no  mention  of  the 
Karkaphensis,  and,  Tom.  II.  p.  283.  where  he  ^)eak8  of 
the  Karkaphensis,  he  says  only  that  it  was  Used  by  the 
inhabitants-  of  the  mountains;,  without  determining  to  wbst 
party  they  belonced.  It  is  true  that  in  thie  sentence  im« 
mediately  following  that,  which  is  quoted  at  the  be^nning 
of  this  note,  he  speaks  of  the  varite  lectiones  Neslorian« 
orum,  but  this  sentence  be  introduces  by  the  word  De-^ 
mum,  which  excludes  all  connettion  between  them  and 
the  Karkaphensis.  The  precedmg  supposition  is  coo* 
finned  by  an  observation,  for  which  I  am  indebted  to 
Professor  Paulus,  that  in  Assemani  Bibl.  Orient.  T.  II* 
p.  500.  is  described  a  Cbaldee  MS.  with  the  following 
title,  Onomasticony  seu  Lectiones  Vet  et  Nov.  Tests- 
men  tijuxta  trad  itionem  Karkaphitarum,  hoc  est  Syrorum 
in  montanis  habltantium.  Professor  Adler,  on  tbe  con-* 
trary,  contends  that  the  Karkaphensis,  or  ad  wtnt  writ6 
it  Carcufensis,  is  not  a  distinct  version  fh>m  the  vefsio 
simplex.  The  question  can  never  be  decided  vrith  any 
certainty,  till  the  extracts  are  collated,  which  Bar  He-- 
brasus  has  given  of  this  version  in  his  Horreoili  Mysteri- 
8  OflTum; 
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orun ;  ft  Work  which  wjii»  never  printed^  but  it  is  pre* 
served  m  manuscript  in  th^  Medioean  library,  and  de» 
aeribed  in*  Che  catalogue  of  Evoilius  Asseman*  There  is 
#l6o  a  MSi  in  the  Bodleian  library  containing  the  Syriac 
iMrks  of  Bar  Mebreeus,  noted*  Codex  6.  among  Hunting*^ 
don's  manuscripts,  and  described  T.  I.  p.  279,  N""  5759 
of  the  Caitalogi  MStorum  Anslies  et  Hibernifie  in  unum 
collecti.  It  is  also  described  in  Uria  Catalogue, 
N^  XXV.  among  the  Syriac  manuscripts. 

5.  Professor  Adler's  biblical  and  critical  journey  to 
Rome^  or,  according  to  the  German  title^  Biblisch  cri^ 
tieche  Reise  nach  Roti,  was  published  at  Aitonain  1793. 
Blit  he  has  given  the  most  complete  description  of  this 
M&  in  his  V^siones  Syriacse,  p.  137 — 208.  published 
at'  Copenhagen  in  1 789.  The  eighth  copper-plate  an« 
nexed  to  this  important  work  contains  a  ftic  sitpile  of  the 
characters  of  the  MS.  being  a  copy  of  Mat.  xxvii.  1 2—* 
23.  As  the  description  is  given  in  Latin,  and  therefore 
intelli^Ue  to  every  reader,  an  abstract  may  appear  un-* 
necessary,  but  as  the  MS.  is  of  gneat  importance,  contains 
a  version  hitherto  unknown,  and  this  treatise,  which  is 
the  only  one  where  on  account  of  it  is  to  be  found,  may 
be  difficult  to  be  procured  in  Engjland,  I  will  extract  the 
few  following  particulars  in  addition  to  what  is  mentioned 
by  our  author,  who  published  the  fourth  edition  of  his 
Introduction  before  Adler's  Versiones  Syriacae  appeared^ 
.  and  who  therefore  could  communicate  no  more,  than 
what  he  had  received  in  letters  from  Adler,  during  his 
residence  in  Rome. 

-  The  manuscript  is  written  on  thick  vellum,  consists  of 
196  leaves  of  the  quarto  size,  and  each  page  is  divided 
into  two  columns.  It  appears  from  the  subscription  that 
tke  transcript  was  taken  in  a  monastery  at  Antioch  in  the 
|Mr  1030.  Its  cbaractera  approach  mora  nearly  to  the 
Hebrew  than  the  ancient  Syriac,  in  Dolath  the  poiiit  is 
omitted  which  distinguishes  it  from  Risb>  and  the  letters 
F  and  P,  both  of  which  are  expressed  in  tlie  common 
Syriac  Alphabet  by  <&,  are  here  denoted  by  two  separate 
cfaameters.     In  confirmadoti  of  the  ophiion  that  the  dia^* 
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lectf  id  which  it  id  written,  was  that  kpcdien  in  Jerasaletn^ 
Adler  produces  a  varietj'  of  Greek  words  adopted  in  tins 
version,  many  of  which  are  used  indeed  in  the  Philox-* 
enian,  but  most  of  which  are  fiHind  in  the  writii^  of 
the  Talmudists,  and  in  the  Tdmud  of  Jerusalem.  He 
likewise  gives  an  alphabetical  list  of  Oriental  words,  that 
are  peculiar  to  the  Jerusalem  dkdect  In  addition  to  the 
remark  which  our  author  has  made  that  the  status  em« 
phaticus  is  expressed  not  by  |  as  in  common  Syriac,  but 
by  \^  afid  that  the  ^^  pers.  of  the  future  is  denoted  not 
by  Nun  but  by  Jod,  characteristic  marks  which  distin* 
fifiish  the  East  from  the  West  Araroasan  dialect,  may  be 
added  that  the  pronpun  of  the  third  person  aifixed  to 
plural  nouns  is  not  ^oio  as  in  the  common  Syriac  or  West 
Aramaean,  but  generally  wo.  Various  exceptions  how* 
ever  must  be  made,  which  Adler  ascribes  to  the  negli« 
gence  of  the  transcriber,  p.  1 47.  mox  Syriacse  orthogra- 
pbi®  vel  grammaticae  adbaeret,  mox  in  alia  wnnia  abit ; 
cui  amanuensis  inconstantite  vel  negligentias  illud  etiam 
tribuo,  quod  prima  persona  futuri  interdum  Jud,  vel 
Nun  praeformativum  habeat,  quod  ab  omnibus  oriental!- 
um  Unguis  prorsus  alienum  est.  After  having  given  a 
specimen  of  this  MS.  taken  from  Matth.  xxvii.  3 — ^32. 
he  observes,  satis  constat  ex  his  speciminibus  dialectum 
es^e  incultam  et  inconcinnam  Chaldaicae,  similiorem  quam 
SyriacaB;  orthographiam  autem  vagam,  inconstanteoi 
arbitrariam,  et  ab  imperito  librario  rescribendo  et  corri* 
gendo  denuo  impeditam.  He  then  gpves  a  long  and 
accurate  collation  of  the  readings  of  this  version  with 
those  of  the  most  ancient  and  b^t  Greek  MSS.  the  re* 
suit  of  which  inquiry  with  respect  to  the  Cambridge  and 
Vatican  MSS.  is  the  following,  Itaque  inter  CLXV. 
varietates,  undecies  sequitur  versto  Hierosol^mitana 
lum  codicem  D»  eundemque,  uno  alterove  alio  accede 
quatuordedes^  vel  plurimis  affioibus  Cantabrigieiisi  suf* 
fragantibus  quinquajpes  quaten  Summa  LXXIXl  Vati- 
cano  autem  calculum  addit  soli  ter,  et^  aliis  variorum 
ordinum  libris  concinentibuSi  bis  et  octogies.  Summa 
LXXX  V^  The  story  of  the  adulteress^  wmch  is  omitted 
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ifi  the  Pesbito  and  Philoxenian,  is  Ibund  in  this  version, 
which  passage  is  printed  by  Adler,  p.  190.  and  on  which 
he  observes,  concinit  fere  cum  codice  Cantabrigiensi : 
and  Mattb.  xxvii.  1 7.  it  expresses,  quem  vultis  e  duobus 
dimittam  vobis,  Jesum  Bar  Rabban,  an  Jesuro  qui  di* 
dtur  Cbristus,  (see  Note  23  to  tlie  11^^  section  of  the 
preceding  chapter.)  Lastly,  with  respect  to  the  anti- 
quity of  thb  version,  the  learned  writer  closes  bid  account 
ID  the  following  manner.  Ostendrmus  earn  antiquissimis 
auctoritatibus  suffragari,  perantiquos  codices  Vaticanutn 
et  Cantabrigiensem  plerumque  sequi,  Patribus  quoque 
Origeni,  Chrysostomo,  aliis,  non  raro  adstipulari:  quas 
iaciunt  ut  niagnam  quoque  versioni  antiquitat^m  aucto* 
ritatemque  tribuere  velimus.  Obstare  quidem  videtur 
dialectuSy  inculta  non  solum  et  barbara,  sed  multis  quoque 
Yocabulis  exoticis  referta,  greeds  atque  adeo  latinis,  que? 
vix  usu  recepta  fuerint  apud  Judsoos  ante  sasculum  post 
Christum  natum  sextum.  Sed  tamen,  cum  eandem  dia- 
lectum  reperiamus  in  Talmude  Hierosolymitano,  qui  ex 
plurimorum,  nt  failimur,  eruditorum  consensu  circa  sas* 
culum  quartum  absolutus  fuit  (libris  enim  Cabbalisticis 
Babir  et  Zohar  immerito  tam  remota  antiqoitas  a  Judaeis 
tribuitur),  non  tmpedit  quo  minus  interpretationem  nos*- 
tram  eodem  circiter  tempore,  vel  saltern  intra  quartum 
et  sextum  saeculum  Hierosolymis  editam  fuisse  statuere 
audeamus.  In  point  of  antiquity  therefore  it  holds  a 
middle  rank  between  the  Peshito  and  the  Philoxenian. 
The  readings  of  this  important  version,  which  had  been 
extracted  by  Adier,  are  quoted  by  Professor  Birch  in  his 
edition  of  the  Greek  Testament  under  tlie  tide  Versio 
Syra  Uierosolymitana. 

PAGE   76. 

6.  Professor  Adler  has  adoptea  the  title  Vei-aio  Hie- 
rosolymitana,  but  Father  Georgi  has  proposed  another 
title,  that  of  Versio  Syriaco-Assyriaca,  to  which  Adler 
objects.  See  Epistolse,  una  R.  P.  Antonii  Georgti 
£remitfiB  Augustin.  Procuratoris  generalis,  altera  Jacobi 
Creorgii    Chr.  Adleri  in  quibus  loca  noonulla  operis 
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Adleriani  de  versdoDibus  Syriaqis  ezambantur.    Ha&m 

SECT.    XIII. 

PAGE    76. 

.  1 .  The  bes(  accounts  of  the  Coptic  version  are  given 
in  Simon  Histoire  Critique  des  versions  du  Nouveau 
Testament,  cb.  1 6.  in  the  Preface  to  Wilkins's  edition 
gi  the  Coptic  N.  T.  published  at  Oxford  in  1716,  in 
Le  Long  Bibliotheca  sacra,  ed.  Masch,  P.  II.  Vol.  L 
sect  10.  and  particularly  by  the  learned  Woide  in  a 
Grerman  essay  printed  io  i778^,  in  the  third  volume  of 
the  Kieliscbe  Beytrage,  p.  1 — 1  oo.  The  wk^e  of  this 
^say,  which  contains  not  only  historical  but  critical  ac- 
counts of  the  Egyptian  vemipns  both  Coptic  and  Safai** 
^ic,  highly  de8ei*ves  to  be  translated  into  En^ish,  a 
task  which  I  shall  perhaps  undertake  when  the  present 
yifQtk  is  completed,  and  will  in  the  mean  time,  as  a 
supplement  to  ^ur  author  s  description,  select  some  few 
remarks  relative  to  the  New  Testament 

2.  Niebubr,  in  his  description  of  Arabia,  p.  86.  re- 
lates, that  though  the  Gospels  are  still  read  in  the  Coptic 
version  in  the  public  service,  it  is  not  understood  even 
by  the  priests,  and  that  immediately  after  the  lessons 
have  been  read  in  Coptic,  the  same  are  read  in  Arabic* 
which  is  the  present  language  b«tfa  of  the  upper  and  the 
lower  Egypt. 

3.  Woide  publbhed  likewise  at  Oxford,  in  1 778,  a 
Coptic  and  Sahidic  Grammar  under  the  following  title, 
Christ.  Scholz  Grammatica  ^gypti  utriusque  dialect!, 
quam  breviavit,  illustravit,  edidit  C.  G.  Woide.  An 
excellent  Coptic  Grammar  was  also  published  at  Parma 
in  1783  under  the  titles  Didymi  Tauiinensis  literaturas 
Coptic®  rudimMtum. 

■ 
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4.  Woidoi  p.  97.  of  the  essay  above*  quoted,  contenda 
that  the  Egyptian  version  used  by  Antonius  in  the  third 

century 
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ceDlury' was  written  not  in  the  Sahidici  but  tbe . Coptic; 
because  it  is  related  by  Palladius,  that  Antonios  lived  iii 
a  monastery  of  Alexandria,  where  the  former  was  not 
understood.     He  concludes  therefore,  as  Antonius  ac- 
tually read  an  Egyptian  Yersion  of  the  Bible,  and  was 
so  ignorant  as  to   understand  only  the  dialect. of  bis 
own  country,  (for  Athanasius  says  of  him  f^n  (AtfAot^nKi 
yfafAfAara)  that  tlie  Coptic  version  existed  before  the 
middle  of  the  third  century.     See  Wilkins's  Prolegome- 
tiBy  p.  5.  ahd  Renaudot  Ijturgiarum  Orientalium  Coi- 
fectio,  Tom.  I.  p.  205.  209.     But  admitting  that  Anto^ 
nius  read  the  Bible  in  the  Coptic,  we  must  not  imme«- 
diately  conclude  that  it  was  the  very  same  Coptic  version 
which  is  contained  in  the  MSS.  from  which  Wilicins  pub- 
liabed  his  edition :  for  this  is  a  question  which  we  have 
not  at  present  sufficient  data  to  determine.     Woide's  ar^ 
gomenCs  for  the  antiquity  of  an  Egyptian  version  of  the 
N.  T.  are  given  p.  7&-*ioo,  but  none- of  them,  except 
that  which  has  b^n  just  quoted,  apply  to  the  dialect  of 
the  lower  Egypt  in  particular.     His  most  satisfactory 
proof  is  the  following.     The  rules  of  Pachomius  for  the 
conduct  of  the  Egyptian  monks,  a  work  which  was  af^ 
terwards  translated  into  Gi^eek,  and  also  into  Latin  by 
Jerom,  was  written  in  Egyptian.     Now  one  of  these 
rules  b  tbe  following  :  *  All  persons  admitted  to  the  or- 
der of  monk,  if  unable  to  read,  shall  learn  the  letters  of 
the  A.  B.  C.  that  they  may  be  able  to  read  and  wnte': 
after  which  they  shall  learn  ei'ery  day  by  heart  some  pas- 
sages of  scripture.'    Men  therefore  of  such  profound  ig-^ 
norance  would  not  have  been  able  to  read  the  Bible, 
iiiilea»  they  bad  a  translation  in  their  native  language. 
Ludovicus  Pickius,  or  according  to  his  French  namej 
Louis  Picques,  who  -was  acquainted  with  the  Cpptiis 
language,  refers  this  version  to  the  fifth  century.     See 
Mills  Prolegomena,  sect.   1509.     The  arguments  for 
the  antiquity  of  the  Sahidic  version  in  particular,  which 
Woide  refers  to  the  second  century,  will  be  given  in  the 
foUowiog  section.-   Dr.  Miinter  likewise  has  published  it 
DissertatioD  on  the  antiquity  qf  the  Coptic  version.     It 
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ytBB  piiated  at  Copenhagen  in  1790,  under  the  titt^ 
F.  Munteri  Disaertatio  de  aetat  versionam  N.  T.  Cop« 
ticarum,  4*^ 

5*  Abest  in  versione  Copdca  que  est  in  Cod.  336, 
non  ab  e&  qua)  est  in  Cod.  329 :  item  in  Arabica  versio- 
nis  Coptics  translatione. 

Millius  ad  Joban.  vii.  53. 

l^AGE.  78. 
.    6.  Marshall  had  even  prepared  the  four  Gospels  for 
the  press,  but  died  before  they  could  be  printed.     See 
Le  Long  Bibl*  sacra,  ed.  Masch^  P«  II.  Vol.  I.  p.  187. 

7.  The  following  is  the  title  of  this  work,  Novum 
Testaaientum    JE^ptiuin    vulgo   Copticum  ex  MSS. 
Bodleianis  descripsit,  cum  Yaticanb  et  Parisiensibus  con-? 
iuUt,  et  in  Latinum  sermonem  convertit  David  Wilkin^ 
Ecclesiffi  Anglicanffi  Presbyter.     Oxonii  1716,  4to.  vmoi 
The  MSS«  used  by  Wilkiua  in  the  publication  of  this 
^itioo  he  has  described  in  the  second  chapter  of  the  Pro« 
legooieaa.    They  are  also  described  in  Uri's  Catalogue, 
p.  319,  320.     For  an  account  of  other  manuscripts  of 
the  Coptic  version  see  Le  Long  Bibl.  sacra.  Tom.  L 
p.  140 — 144-  cd.  Paris,   or  P.  I.  p.  284 — 296.  ed. 
Boerner.    Uri's  Catalogue,  p.  318 — 322,  the  Catalogues 
MSS.  Bibl.  Rcgi^f  Vol.  I.  p.  71.  and  Note  11  to  sect 
3.  of  this  chapter.     With  regard  to  the  antiquity  of  the 
Coptic  manuscripts,   Montfaucoh  in  his  Palsec^raphia 
Grieca,  Lib.  IV.  cap.  7.  p,  313,  says.  Libri  Coptic], 
qui  supersunt,  non  admodum  vetusti  sunt,  nuUumque 
hactenus  vidi,  qui  annos  plus  quam  quingentos  pFBcfenr^t* 
But  Wilkins  in  his  Prolegomena,  p.  6.  says  that  the 
Codex  Huntingtonianus  17.  is  dated  '  the. year  pf  the 
martyrs  790,'  that  is  the  year  of  Christ  1074. 

yAGE  79. 

8.  Woide  collated  with  the  printed  text  of  Wilkins  a 

Berlin  MS.  of  the  Coptic  version,  as  far  as  relates  to  the 

Gospel  of  St.  Mark,  a  copy  of  which  had  been  comma* 

nicated  to  him  by  Scbolz ;  but  it  does  not  appear  that 

this 
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this  collation  has  ever  been  puUtshed,  Rtifessor  Alter 
in  bis  edition  of  tbe  Greek  Testament,  published  at 
Vienna  in  1787,  in  two  vols.  8vo.  has  given.  Vol.  I. 
p.  751 — 806.  Vans,  lectiones  in  quatuor  Evangeiia  col- 
lects ex  editione  versionb  Coptics  a  Wilkins  edits, 
which  he  has  selected  with  great  diligence  and  accuracy : 
and  Vol.  II.  p.  921 -—940.  Variie  lectiones  in  Apooa* 
lypsin  ex  versione  Coptica. 

9.  Millii  Prol^.  §.  1462.     See  also  §  1508. 

10.  Beside  these  readings,  which  Wilkins  in  his  Pro- 
legomena, p.  1 1 — 40.  had  erroneously  quoted  from  the 
Coptic  version,  Woide,  p.  44 — 50.  of  the  above-men- 
tioned essay,  has  given  likewise  the  following. 

Matth.  XX.  34.  Wilkins  quotes  the  Coptic  for  *  per-  < 
spexerunt,'  on  which  Woide  observes  that  the  Coptic 
verb  admits  likewise  the  sense  of  the  Greek  awaixurv. 
But  Wilkins  has  rightly  observed  that  the  reading  ctur^p 
o»  0f^«XiMt  is.  omitted  in  the  Coptic. 

Mark  iii.  21.  *  Deliquium  animi  patitur.  Grsecus 
f{«ni«'  Woide  observes  that  the  Coptic  noun  properly 
expresses  cxrotnc. 

Mark  vi.  27.  .Pro  mx^»«»  Coptica  versio  babet '  ut 
amputaret'  Woide  answers  that  the  Coptic  translator 
appears  to  have  read  *Mrmx^^»h  auferri caput  ejus.' 

Mark  vi.  51.  '  Mirabantur.'  Rather  '  perterrebantur/ 

Luke  v.  5.  '  Expandemus  retia.'  Woide  observes  that 
the  Coptic  leading  is  ^  dimittemus  retia.' 

Acts  xi.  4*  *  ^te  illos.'    Read  *  apud  illos.' 

Acts  xiii.  22.  ^  Occiso  iUo.  Gnecus  fAirofn^a^  axirow* 
Woide  observes  that  the  reading  of  the  Coptic  is  the  same 
as  in  the  Greek. 

Rotn.  iii.  27*  '  Pro  mIvo^m^i^  noster  legit  tnuta  fecta 
est*  .  Woide  replies,  that  the  Coptic  admits  indeed  that 
sense,  but  that  it  also  expresses  0n;yfxXiio'«v  aurw,. which 
junounts  to  the  same  as  ouMx^fi^S'ii. 

1  Cor.  ix.  26.  Wilkins  translates  the  Coptic  word  for 
mwarvm  by  ^  do,'  saying  that  it  signifies  *  pugno,'  only 
when  it  is  followed  by  a  preposition  expressiveof  ^  contra^' 
But.  Woide  observes  that  the  Coptic  verb  is  used  inthe 

sense 
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vense  of  pugno,  Zechariah  xiv.  14.  without  any  sodt 
preposition* 

1  Cor.  xiii.  3.  '  Ut  comburar,  uU  et  Gr^cin  ma  wu- 
tum/AAi.    Woide  3ays  that  the  Coptic  version  expre9se9 

2  Cor.  i.  1 2.  *  Sanctitate  et  justitia.'  Grsecus  legit 
«9rAoT4ri  9c«i  f iXixfiKf »f«     Woide  observes  that  the  Coptic 

expresses  ayiomn  xa»  aXiiOsia, 

Phil.  ill.  2.  '  Immolatum  circumcisionis/  pro  rfiv  xara* 
rp/t«9iir.  Woi(ie  rdplies^  that  the  Coptic  corresponds  to  the 
Greek. 

.  1  Tim.  vi.  11.  '  In  humilitate.'  Graecus,  Arabs,  et 
JEthiops>  not!  addunt.  Woide  says  that  the  only  differ- 
ence between  the  Coptic  and  the  Greek  reading3  is,  that 
the  latter  is  vffiomr«iy  the  former  ly  vfAAmri.  But  be 
acknowledges  that  there  is  more  in  the  Coptic  than  in  the 
Greek  text,  namely,  that  two  di6Eerent  words  are  used 
expressive  of  vf^ortit,  one  of  which  he  supposed  to  hava 
been  originally  a  scholion. 

Heb.  xi.  12. '  Arefacto  corpore,'  pro  vmnfuiAtim.  Woide 
conjectures  that  here  is  an  erratum  in  the  Coptic  text, 
and  that  the  true  reading  is  a  word  expressive  of  mmOai- 

2  Pet  i.  9.  For  tu^a«(  fri,  /MVfi^«{«i(,  Wilkins  quotes 
the  Coptic  as  having  a  different  reading,  which  Woide 
deiues. 

Rev.  i.  6.  ^  Regnum  spirituale,'  pro  fimTOmt,  xm  ufnu 
But  Woide  asserts  that  the  Coptics  expresses  fiami^imj 

Rev.  x.  2.  Wilkins  quotes  the  Coptic  foe  '  virtua,* 
where  fitiKcifJm  is  in  the  Greek.  Here  Woide  ooiE^ecr 
tores  that  there  is  an  erro^  of  a  single  letter  in  the  Coptic 
word ;  whioh  alteration  being  made,  it  would  signify 
Uibor.* 

Rev.  xvii.  10.  Wilkins  quotes  the  Coptic  for  ^  reliqous 
non  est,'  where  the  Greek  is  0  ik  in^  But  Woide  says 
that  the  Coptic  word  adnuts  not  the  sense  of  reliqwu^ 
and  that  it  signifies  sror,  wcimc,  and  in^pc* 

Rev.  xix.  10.  Where  the  Gceek  is  rn^  arMftnun, 

Wilkina 
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WSkins  quotes  the  Coptic  far  '  justitia.'  On  vAAch 
Woide  cbserves  tinmt  the  Coptic  espi^sset  ralher  mjup* 

Woide  has  likewise  produced  a  list  of  readings  which 
Wilkins  had  quoted  as*  differing  from  the  Greek  text, 
where  both  the  Greek  and  the  Coptic  in  fact  agree.  They 
are  taken  from  the  foUowing  verses :  JMatth.  iii.  16.  xi* 
'25.  xii.  5,  6.  xxiv.  7.  Mark  iv.  1.  Lukeii.  52.  vil  9. 
John  XX.  1.  Rom.  vii.  25.  1  Cor.  xv.  19. 

* 

> 

PAGE   80. 

11.  Beside  the  foregoing  examples  alleged  by  our 
antbor/Woide,  p.  5 1  •  has  given  the  following,  in  which 
Wilkins  has  erroneously  translated :  Matth.  v.  47.  \  quid 
mall  facitis.'  Read,  '  quid  magis  facitis.'  vi.  x  '  \m^ 
ficordias.'  Read,  ^  mtsericordiam/  or  rather  ^eleemosy*- 
nam.'  vtii.  13.  '  niundatus  est.'  Read,  '  sanatus  est.' 
xvii.  15.  ^  prsecessit.'    Read,  *  prsevenit.'    Mark  i.  27. 

*  qus  est  ista  doctrina  nova  ?'  Read,  '  quid  est  hoc  ? 
doctrina  nova  est.'  Luke  '  i.  70.  '  usque  in  s«culum.' 
Read,  *  a  ssbcuIo.'  i.  76.  '  pnecedes  ambulare.'    Read, 

*  precedes*  alone,  xxi.  16.  *  occidemini  ab  ilkis.'  Read, 
\  Occident  e  vobis.' 

1 2.  As  the  account  here  given  is  written  in  Latin,  a 
translation  is  unnecessary.  It  has  the  following  title,  Varis 
lectiones  Epistolarum  Johannis  et  Judas,  e  versione 
.ffigyptiaca  utriusque  dialecti  collectsB.  Tlie  manuscript 
used  by  Woide  is  in  the  Bodleian  library,  and  marked,  as 
Woide  says,  Codex  Huntingtonianus  394. 
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1 .  The  most  complete  account  of  the  Sabidic  version 

of  the  New  Testament  is  given  in  the  above*mentioned 

^say  of  Woide,  and  in  the  following  learned  and  valuable 

work,  Friderioi  Miinteri  Commentatio  de  indole  versionis 

Novi 
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Nov!  Tesiamenti  Sahidi€».  AcceduDt  firagmentA  cms* 
tolarum  Paul!  ad  Timotbeum  ex  oiembraiiis  Sahkucis 
Musei  Borgiani  Velitris,  Hafiiue,  1789^  4to. 
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Qs  Since  the  publication  of  our  author's  Introduction, 
a  part  of  St  John's  Gospel  has  been  printed  at  Rome  in 
1789,  under  the  following  title,  Fiagmentum  Evangelii 
St.  Johannis  Greco-copto-tbebaicuni  assculi  iv.    Opera, 
et  studio   F.  Augustini  Antonii  Georgii  Eremitse  Au- 
gustiniani.     It  was  taken  from  a  Greek-0>ptic  manu- 
script  in  the  possession  of  Cardinal  fiorgia,  the  Greek 
text  of  which  Professor  Birch  has  collated,  and  quoted 
in  his  Greek  Testament,  under  the  title  Codex  Borgi* 
anus  I .     To  this  may  be  added  the  fragments  of  the 
epistles  to  Hmothy,  mentioned  in  the  preceding  Note. 
The  learned  Woide  published  proposals  in  1778,  for  an 
edition  of  several  firagments  of  the  Sahidic  version,  com- 
prehending about  a  third  part  of  the  New  Testament, 
under  the  following  title,  Fragmenta  N.  T.  juxta  inter- 
pretationem  dialecti  superioris  ^gypti,  quas  Tbebaidica, 
seu  Sahidica  appellaiur  e  MSS:     Oxonienstbus  descripta 
que  latine  reddet,  et  simul  etiam  de  antiquitate  et  variis 
lectionibus  hujus  interpretationis  disseret  C.  G.  Woide. 
The  learned  editor  survived  not  the  publication  of  his 
work,  but  he  had  prepared  the  greatest  part  of  it  for  the 
press,  and  a  part  of  it  was  already  printed  before  his 
death.     It  has  been  completed  by  Dr.  Ford,  who  pub- 
lished at  Oxford  in  1 799,  under  the  following  title,  Frag- 
menta Novi  Testamenti  e  versione  JE^ptiaci  dialedti 
Thebaidicae,  Sahidicse,  sen  superioris  iEgypti.     Some 
fragments  of  the  Sahidic  version  of  the  Gospels  of  St. 
Matthew  and  St.  John  have  heen  likewise  published  by 
Mingarelli  in  the  following  work,  iEgyptiorum  codicuoi 
reliquiae,  Venetiis  in  bibliotheca  Naniana  asservat®.  Bo- 
noni»,  1785,  4to.     Manuscripts,  or  rather  fragments  of 
manuscripts  of  the  SahidiQ  version  of  the  N.  T.  are  pre^ 
served  in  the  libraries  of  Rome,  Paris,  Oxford,  Berlin, 
and  Venice.    Those^  which  have  been  used  by  Woide, 

ha 
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be  de^beft  p.  55-  of  hia  Essay  on  the  Egyptian  Ver- 
sions. They  are  the  following,  Codex  Askewanus,  Cod. 
BrucianuSy  Cod*  Parisinus  44,  and  the  Codioes  Uuntbg^ 
toniani  3«  4,  5«  393,  394^  in  the  Bodleian  library.  A 
list  of  manuscripts,  containing  fragments  of  the  Sahidic 
version,  is  also  given  in  Miinteri  Specimen,  versionum 
Danieiis  Copticarum  Romse  1 786,  Svo. 

3.  Our  author,  in  the  third  vdlume  of  his  Orient 
Bibl.  has  printed  a  collation,  which  had  been. communis 
cated  by  Woidei  of  the  Sahidic  version,  and  the  Codex 
Caotabrigieottis  in  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles.  The  Sa- 
hidic manuscript  used  by  Woide  was  the  Codex  Him^ 
tingtonianus  394.     The  collation  is  as  follows : 

Ch.  i.  2.  The  Sahidic  version  has  the  addition  xnf  ur- 
^fir  TO  f uATyfAioy,  but  with  this  difference,  that  it  is  placed 
before  •u(  cj^t\iSar«,  where  the  Cod^Canthas  «c  i(iAi(«ro 

not  i«iXfvr«  xnf uo'cfiy  to  ivaiyi\ioy.  ,    .    . 

V.  3.  After  9V9ax$^oiAi¥Ofy  both  have  fAtr  «vr«». . 

V.  5*  At  the  end  of  the  verse,  both  have  f«c  m^  wi»« 

Ch.  ii.  41.  Both  omit  a<r/«iywc. 
Ch.  V.  4«  Cod.  Cant.  mmroM  ro  vtvupotr.    The  same  is 
expressed  in  the  Saliidic. 

V.  5.  Both  omit  rctwra. 

V.  3 1 .  At  the  end  of  the  verse,  both  add  f ».  aw<f. 

V.  35*  Cod.  Cant   uwt  rt  Vfo^rmg  a»yfrr9L^  x«i  0i;»f- 

^f  IXC.     The  same  is  expressed  in  the  Sahidic. 

Ch.  vi.  2.  After  fs«roy,  both  add  «(•(  a^on^^  and.  v.  5. 
•vroc  after  0  A«ypc. 

V.  8.  At  the  end,  both  add  h»  m  o^iMtrof  t«  Kuf m 
IiKv  Xfirx.  .  . 

V.  1 4.  Both  omit  fixm^fni^a. 

V.  48.  »«Mif  is  omitted  in  both. 

V.  58.  After  fXitoC«X8if,  both  add  avroir,  which  is  Itke-^ 
"Wise  found  in  the  Syviac  add  the  Coptic 

Ch.  viii.  1 .  After  itmyiM^  pfy^Cy  both  add  nai  «&\«4'^9 
und  at  the  end  of  the  verse  oi  if^ump  ip  Ii^xo'aXi^, 

V.  23.  Both  have  xvgiB,  also  the  Coptic* 

Ch.x. 
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Ch.  X.  23.  AftisT  iiciuiXffM/Att^oc  fturac,  they  ftdd-  o  iii-^ 
r(«c,  as  also  the  Syriae* 

Cb.  xi .  29.  Bodi  omit  K«^0«pK. 

Ck  xiii.  33.  Both  havte  v«»^  Xu^io»  Iii#«a^  Xfiri». 

V.  20.  At  the  e^d  of  the  verse,  both  add  nai  mu  ftn 

V.  23.  After  ^^»i)^oiirlKi  both  add  urtroMnf,  like  the 
Syriac  and  the  Vulgate. 

Ch.  xvi.  9.  After  ir^fy  both  add  xa1»  v^m-m-ov  atfla. 

v.  10.  For  «r  ^1  to  •^ajm  »/»,  both  have  inyiftHf  A 
^ntynraro  to  o^nfA*  n/biiiF,  a  remarkable  coincidence  as 
being  peculiar  to  them  alone. 
'   Ch;  xvii.  5-  ^»y»yif»» 

V.  2 1 .  After  f#iAipiiirrf f ,  both  add  tie  avrar. 

Ch.  xviii.  1 2.  After  t^  naux«^  botb^  add  orilnrrir  tac 
;^fi(«c  auTs.     But  the  Cod;  Caat  has  a  stili  farther  ad 
dition. 

•  y.  ygi  After  aurtr  fi«ixt«»yy  die  Sahidic  versbn  ex- 
presses Ttf  irioyr»  o'«CC»r«,  which  IS  found  also  m  the 
Cod.  Cant,  though  with  a  dtfbrent  constructian,  as  may 
be  ff^n  ID  Mill^  or  Wetslein. 

Ch:  xix.  2.  Both  have  n  vNVjbia  wyiov  x^/^Cfri  tiitKi 
a  remarkable  reading  peculiar  to  them  alone. 

V;  5.  After  Iurs,  both  add  Xpim. 

v.  25*  After  av^K^  both  add  rump^irai. 

V.  37.  After  rmufy  both  add  f>l«Jli. 

Ch.  XX.  4.  For  Ari«v#i|  both  express  Ef  icmi. 

V.  24.  After  tiaiActfrvfMBmif  both  aiM  fa^oi^  aa« 

V.  34.  Both  have  ai  X'Y'^^  1^- 
Ch.  xxi.  I .  After  TletrmfUf  both  tadd*  xai  ^n^oh 
y.  25.  After  fOv«»,  both  add  Wf»  tp^s^ft  9»^ir  tr^f  rt. 
y •  40.  After  fmrifi^pr^c  «iiw,  Wth  add  th  j^iAia^x** 
This  remarkable  i^^eement  betwttn  tiie  Sahldic  ver* 
•ira  and  the  Cod.  Cast,  which  was  first  discovered  by 
Woidci  may  lead  to  very  important  conclusions.     Witt 
respect  to  our  author'a  referenee  to  the  tenth  vol«  of  his 
Orient.  Bibl.  see  Note  1 2,  to  the  fwegtfhig  seefion. 

Those 
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Those  who  would  examine  tbii  subject  more  mihutelyy 
omy  have  recourse  to  Miinter  de  indole  veiBionis  Sahi- 
dioie,  p.  10^—75^  This  learned  writer  observes  likewise 
the  oOincidenoe  of .  the  Sahidic  version  with  the  Codet 
Stephani  n.  Lastly,  Woide  bad  given  a  very  accurate 
collation  of  the  Sahidic  version  in  the  Gospel  of  St. 
Matthew,  with  the  common  printed  Greek  text  in  the 
idKWe-mentioned  tasayi  p.  57^^75. 
.  4.  These  have  hem  already  given  in  the  preceding 
Note. 

.  5«  It  is  eidia0rdinai7  that  our  author  should  assert 
that  the  SaMdic  version  omits  frtt<«  Acts  xvi.  9.  ais  Woide, 
in  the  very  catalogue,  which  he  bitnself  has  printed,  and 
which  is  trattslati^  ia  the  preceding  Note*  quotes  the 
Sahidic  version  in.  that  passage  for  er»<  n«t«  v^o^wrov  a\na^ 
which  reflding  Mitt  has  quoted  at  ftiU  length  from  the 
Cantabcigieutts^  The  additkNi^therefbre  Of  Ji«ra  wy M-cMroy 
rnuTu  is  in  this  instance  the  distinguishing  mark  of  tha 
Satfaidic  version,  and  the  Cambridge  manuscript,  and 
shews  the  antdO|^  bietween  the  headings  of  the  Egyptian, 
or  AfexaBdriflm,  and  the  Western  edition  of  the  Greek 
Testariient  But  the  Edessene  edition  appears  to  have 
BO  conoectioB  ^ith  the  present  example,  as  the  Syriac 
velrsion  has  not  the  addition  above-^mentioned. 

6«  The  Sahidic  version,  according  to  Woide,  we^  made 
in  the  second  century.  His  principal  argument  is  drawn 
out  at  full  leiq^h,  p.  80—94.  of  the  essay  quoted  Note  i . 
to  the  preceding  seotion.  It  is  grounded  on  two  Sahidic 
nMumscripts,  one  formerly  in  the  po^ession  of  Dr.  Askew, 
the  other  brought  from  Egypt  by  the  celebrated  Bruce : 
both  of  which  are»  I  believe,  at  present  in  the  British 
Museum.  The  former  contains  al  work  entitled  Sophiai 
aad  written  by  Valentinus  in  the  belling  of  the  second 
eedtury.  That  Valentinus  wrote  a  book  with  this  title^ 
appears  firom  the  testimony  of  TertuUiatn^  in  the  second 
chapter  of  his  treatise  adv.  Valeminum ;  and  that  this 
Baanuseript  contaifis  that  very  work,  Woide  endeavours 
to  shew  by  seveml  arguments ;  the  principal  of  which  is, 
tbat  peahns  are  found  in  it,  which  tielong  not  to  the  sacred 

collection^ 
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p.  178 ;  and  an  Arabic  versiop  of  tbiii  kibd  waa  actual^ 
published  at  Rome  in  1752,  by  Raphael  Tuki,  Uabop 
of  Arsan.  With  respect  to  those  which  are  written,  in 
parallel  Golumns  with  the  Syriacadd  the  Coptic,  of  whidi 
eopies  exist  in  the  royal  library  in  Paris,  it  is  reaaonabte, 
to  suppose  that  they  wefe  not  made  from  the  Greek,  but 
immediately  from  Uiose  ancient  versions,  to  which  they 
were  added  as  a  mean  of  understanding  them,  aftcir  the 
languages,  in  which  these  were  written,  bid  ceased  to  be 
spoken.  For  the  same  reason,  .those  anne&ed  to  the 
Greek  text  were  probably  taken  immediiitely  from  the 
Greek.  Btit  of  these  Greek-Arabic  manuscripts,  only 
two  have  hitherto  beeb  discovered ;  namely^  tbAt  in  the 
University  library  at  Leyden,  ttientioned  ib  the  follow* 
ihg  not^  and  another  iu  the  libfary  of .  St  Mark  fit 
Venice,  described  in  Birch's  Prol^iom^na^  p.  56. 

3.  Simon  not  only  appeals  to  this  catalogue  in  supt 
port  of  the  assertion  that  a  Greek  Lectioriarium,  actom? 
panied  with  an  Aralnc  translation,  is  preserved  in  tbe 
University  library  of  Leyden,  but  confirms  the  account 
by  a  letter  from  Le  Moine,  Professor  of  Divini^  in  that 
University.  The  manuscript  is  described  by  Wetstem, 
in  hb  Prolegomena,  p.  65.  under  the  title  Codex  Scali- 

iri,  and  is  quoted  in  his  various  readings  as  the  Ck>dex 
Ivangelistariorum  6.    See  also  p»  410.  N*  38.  of  tbt 
Leyden  Catalopu^,  published  io  17161  f(di6u 

4.  It  is  possible  that  the  Christiaa  rdiskm  was  prdacU- 
bd  in  Arabia,  as  well  as  in  oilier  oountnes  of  the  East, 
but  it  never  waa  the  establiahed  religioD  of  the  ooantry, 
tis  in  Syria  and  Egypt^  for  efen  tbib  temple  of  Meoea 
was  a  Heathen  temple  till  the  time  of  Mohammed.  A 
translation  of  the  Bible  ^nefbte  into  Arabic  wa^  wholly 
unbecessary  before  the  conqdeats  of  tfid  Saractas,^  wfam 
the  Arabic  became  the  vdmaculur  language  of  Gbristiaii 
countries. 

5.  An  Arabic  version  therefore  raigbt  haie  existed 
before  tbe  time  of  Mohammed ;  but  that  it  actoally  did 
e^dt,  this  argument  affords  not  even  A  presumption. 

PAG£ 
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6.  Our  author  must  here  have  mistaken  Walton's 
meaning,  for  Walton  expressly  declares  that  his  argu- 
ments against  the  antiquity  of  the  Arabic  version,  relate 
to  that  version  only,  which  is  printed  in  the  Paris  and 
London  Polyglots.  See  his  fourteenth  Prolegomenon^ 
sect.  1 7. 

7.  It  is  not  true  that  the  proper  n£i,mes  in  the  Bible 
must  necessarily  be  expressed  by  all  Arabic  writers  ac« 
cording  to  one  and  the  same  orthography.  The  word 
Joshua,  for  instance,  b  written  by  Saadias,  in  his  Arabic 

version  of  the  Bible,  £>^,  but  in  the  Koran  ^^f 
which  last  orthography  is  followed  by  the  author  of  the 
Arabic  version  of  the  Old  Testament  printed  in  the  Paris 
Polyglot.  This  is  one  of  the  examples  produced  by 
Walton,  to  shew  that  this  version  was  made  after  the  time 
of  Mohammed* 

8.  There  is  no  necessity  for  having  recourse  to  this 
argument,  in  order  to  answer  the  objection  derived  from 
the  Arabic  translation  of  volo;,  Luke  xi.  31.  for  it  is  ab- 
solutely false  that  vAo£  is  there  translated  by  ^^^  since 
not  only  in  the  Erpenian  and  Pplyglot  editions,  but  lik^ 
wise  in  the  Roman  edition  of  the  Gospels,  voloc  is  trans- 
lated by  (j4AJ,  which  sigqifies,  1.  Regio  Teman.  2*  Aus- 
ter.  Whether  this  word,  i^hich  13  used  also  in  the  Sy- 
riacy  and  th^re  written  ]^\\Vj  can  be  used  as  an  argu* 
ipent  that  the  printed  Arabic  version  of  the  Gospels  wfts 
taken  immediatisly  from  the  Syriac,  deserves  perhaps  to 
be  examinee),  but  it  belongs  not  to  the  subject  of  this 
note. 

g«  This  answer  rather  corroborates  than  confutes  the 
objection,  for  jt  a&rds  a  presumption  that  no  AralHc 
▼ersion  of  our  four  canoqipal  Gospels  at  that  time 
existed. 
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ix>.  Adqoatting  Mphammed  to  have  been  ignorant  in 
matters  of  chronology  in  the  bi^st  possible  degree,  end 
that  he  woul^  have  perverted  the  accounts  t^  the  four 

pp  2  Evangdists, 
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Evangelists,  even  if  their  Gospels  had  been  known  to 
hiin»  it  does  not  appear  how  tliis  ignorance  can  be  used 
as  an  argument  for  the  existence  oi  an  Arabic  version. 

1 1 .  Our  author  has  shewn,  that  the  arguments  against 
the  possibility  of  an  Arabic  version  before  the  time  of 
Mohammed  are  of  no  weight,  but  he  concludes  too 
hastily  from  the  possibility  to  the  probability  of  its  ex- 
istence before  that  period.  It  appears  from  Note  4,  that 
there  was  no  necessity  for  an  Arabic  version  before  the 
seventh  century,  we  are  therefore  not  warranted  to  ascribe 
to  any  of  the  Arabic  versions  of  the  New  Testament  a 
higher  antiquity  than  that  period.  It  has  been  shewn 
above,  that,  though  Christianity  was  not  only  propa- 
'  gated,  but  even  established  in  Syria  before  the  close  of 
the  first  century,  no  certain  historical  evidence  can  be 
produced  of  the  existence  of  a  Syriac  version  before  the 
fourth  century :  from  a  country,  therefore,  where  Chris- 
tianity was  not  the  established  religion,  though  single 
.  converts  and  single  societies  were  scattered  in  different 
parts  of  it,  we  have  no  reason  to  expect  a  version  of  the 
brblein  so  early  an  age.  Lastly,  admitting  the  proba- 
bility, we  can  arrive  at  no  certainty,  'for  the  oldest  histo- 
'rical  accounts  extend  no  further  than  tlie  tenth  cen- 
tury, when  Rabbi  Saadias  Gaon  published  an  Arabic 
version  of  the  Pentateuch.  If  a  conjecture  is  allowable 
'  on  a  subject  where  history  leaves  us  in  the  daric,  we  may 
suppose  that  most  of  the  Arabic  versions  were  made 
during  the  period  that  elapsed  between  the  conquests  of 
the  Saracens  in  the  seventh  century,  and  the  ciiisades  in 
the  eleventh,  especially  about  the  middle  of  this  period, 
when  the  Syriac  and  the  Coptic,  though  they  had  ceased 
to  be  living  languages,  were  still  understood  by  men  of 
education,  and  Arabic  lita'ature,  under  the  patronage 
of  Al  Mamon  aqd  his  successors,  airived  at  its  hi^iest 
pitch. 

The  age  in  which  the  Arabic  printed  version,  or  ver- 
sions of  the  New  Testament  were  written,  is  wholfy  un- 
decided, for  we  have  no  knowledge  of  the  manuscripts^ 
from  which  the  Roman  edition  o£  the  four  Gospels  was 

printed, 
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^ntedj  and  all  that  we  know  of  the  manuscripts  used 
by  Gabriel  Siopita,  in  his  edition  of  the  Paris  Polygioty 
and  by  Erpenius,  in  his  edition  of  the  Arabic  New  Tes- 
tament, is,  that  the  former  used  a  manuscript  brought 
from  Aleppo,  and  written  in  Egypt  in  the  fourteenth 
century,  the  latter  a  manuscript  brought  from  £gyp1^ 
in  which  the  Gospels  were  written  in  the  thirteenth,  the 
Acts,  Epistles,  and  Revelation  in  the  fourteenth  century. 
See  Millii  Prolegomena,  §  1 295.  and  the  first  and  lasf 
pages  of  the  preface  of  Erpenius,  compared  with  Note  8. 
to  the  following  section.  But  we  are  left  wholly  in  the 
dark,  with  respect  to  the  century  in  which  the  versions 
themselves  were  made ;  for  though  the  four  Gospels  in 
the  manuscript  of  Erpenius  are  ascribed  to  one  Neju- 
lumam,  either  as  the  author  or  the  new  editor  of  a  ver- 
sion made  before  his  time,  yet  no  accounts  have  hitherto 
been  discovered  of  this  author  or  editor,  nor  has  Asse- 
mao,  in  his  BibL  Orient  made  the  least  mention  of  any 
person  of  this  name. 

12.  It  is  true  that  a  bishop  of  the  name  of  Hippolytus 
lived  in  the  begbning  of  the  third  century,  and  wrote 
a  treatise  entitled,  Apolo^a  pro  Apocalypsi  et  Evangelio 
Johannis :  but  that  his  See  was  in  Arabia  is  mere 
conjecture.  See  Assemani  Bibl.  Orient.  Tom.  III.  P.  L 
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1 .  When  Mill  quotes  readings  from    the    Arabic 
uon,  he  evidently  means  that,  which  is  printed  in 

tbd  London  Polyglot    See  his  Prolegomena,  ^  1 29^, 
12|6.  1472. 
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2.  From  this  comcidence  no  other  inference  can  be 
drawn,  than  that  the  Arabic  version  of  the  Gospels, 
printed  in  Rome  in  1591^  was  made  before  the  eleventh 

p  p  3  century, 
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century,  for  to  that  age  the  origin  of  the  Droses  is  to* 
ftrred.     See  Note  2 1 .  to  chap.  iv.  sect  5. 
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3.  Simon  relates,  in  his  Hist,  crit  des  Versiones  do 
N.  T.  eh.  1 8.  that  he  had  compared  the  Arabic  version 
of  the  four  Gospels  printed  at  Rome,  and  afterwardis 
reprinted  in  the  Polyglots,  with  an  Arabic  translation  of 
the  Coptic  version,  and  found  them  dissimilar,  but  that 
oh  tomparing  it  with  an  Arabic  translation  of  the  iiyriac 
version,  he  observed  a  great  resemblance.  The  inference 
therefore  deduced  by  the  French  critic  was  not  whoUy 
ivithout  foundation.  Nor  did  he  contend  that  they  were 
one  and  the  same  version,  but  that  they  were  different 
'Arabic  translations  of  the  same  Syriac,  in  which  case  k 
tiotal  coincidence  was  not  to  be  expected.  Our  autbcnr 
on  the  contrary  asserts,  that  the  Arabic  and  Syriac  ver-- 
'$ionsof  the  -Gospels  are  so  dissimilar,  that  the  former 
could  not  possibly  have  been  taken  from  the  latter.  The 
same  is  asserted  by  bis  learned  father,  in  his  Tractatio 
critica,  §  29.  though,  as  well  as  our  author,  he  gives  no 
examples,  for  which  he  refers  his  readers  to  Millii  Pro- 
legomena, 4  1 296.  But  Miirs  authority  is  here  of  litde 
weight,  for,  he  confesses  himself  that  he  cbuld  compare 
only  the  Latin  translations,  and  the  few  examples,  which 
he  has  produced,  relate  only  to  proper  names,  one  of 
which  our  author  himself  contends  wlas  interpolated  into 
the  Arabic  in  later  ages.  It  must  likewise  be  observed, 
that  not  one  of  his  examples  is  taken  from  tlie  Gospels, 
which  alone  are  the  subject  of  the  present  paragraph. 
Till  a  statement  therefore  has  been  made,  representing 
the  agreement  and  disagreement  of  the  Romfan-Araliic 
version  of  the  Gospels,  both  with  the  Greek  and  the 
Syriac,  in  order  to  determine  on  which  side  the  scale  pre- 
ponderates, we  are  at  liberty  to  withhold  our  judgment, 
as  no  assertion  can  be  admitted  without  authority. 
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4.  Gabriel  Sionita,  a  Mardmte  by  birtb,  frDm  the 

neighbourhood 


ncj^ibourbood  of  Mount  libanus,  and  ope  of  the  ffiay 
cipal  editors  of  the  Paris  Polyglot,  relates  that  he  made 
uae  of  a  oiaouscript  written  in  Egypt  in  the  fourteeniJii 
^oentury,  but  it  does  not  appear  that  he  was  acquainted 
either  with  the  name  of  the  author,  or  with  the  age  'm 
which  he  lived.  See  MiUii  Prolegomenai  §  i295«  aod 
Waltoni  Prol.  xiv.  ^  33.  And  it  is  related  in  £e  Long 
6ibL  sacra,  ed.  Masch,  P.  I.  p.  357.  that  it  was  brought 
to  Paris  immediately  from  Aleppo.    Also  in  the  third 

Sreface  to  the  first  volume  of  the  Paris  Poly^o^  signed 
y  Beitet  and  Moreau,  i^  the  following  passage,  *  Ga* 

brielem  Sionitam ^-Syriaqum  et  Arabicum  textun^ 

ex  antiquis  Syrorum  et  Arabum  manuscriptis,  quos  ^ 
PaUtgtma  allatos  penes  se  hahet^'  &c.  From  this  ma- 
nuscript, therefore,  the  Arabic  version  of  the  Acts  and 
of  the  Epistles  was  taken,  which  was  first  printed  in  the 
Paris,  and  re^printed  with  additions  in  the  London  Poly^ 
glot.  But  our  author  himself  acknowledges,  that  ttua 
version  of  the  Acts  and  the  Epistles  can  lay  claim  to  no 
high  antiquity,  because  the  Greek  word  imnit9i  is  there 
adopted,  and  written  <-iSMl,  though  he  endeavours  to 
weaken  the  force  of  ^  arguments,  which  his  father  had 
brought  against  it. 
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5*  The  Arabic  version,  printed  in  the  London  Poly- 
glot»  is  not  ja  bare  re-impression  of  the  text  of  the  Pari^ 
edition,  as  appears  from  Waltoni  Proleg.  xiv.  §  1 7.  and 
Millii  Proleg.  §  11295. 

6.  See  Note  3.  The  example  given  by  our  author 
in  this  paragraph»  like  those  produced  by  Mill,  is  ngt 
taken  firom  1^  Gospels. 

^.  With  respect  to  the  Polyglot  Arabic  version  of  the 
Acts  and  the  Epistles,  the  foUowing  is  at  least  a  pre- 
sumptive argument  that  they  were  not  taken  from  thie 
Syriac,  though  it  decides  not  the  question,  whether  they 
were  taken  m>m  the  Greek,  or  the  Coptic :  namely,  that 

the  tame  Arabic  word  cu^'^  is  used  foruf fu^  even  where 
the  Greek  word  is  differently  rendered  in  the  Syriao. 

p  F  4  Compare 
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Compare  vi^ith  the  Greek  text  the  Arabic  and  Syriae 
versions  Acts  iv.  i.  and  Heb.  vii.  i.  But  it  may  be 
doubted  whether  the  same  conclusion  can  be  drawn  with 
respect  to  the  Gospels.  See  Note  8.  to  the  preceding 
aectbn,  ahd  Note  3.  to  the  present  section.  In  confirm* 
ation  of  our  author's  argument,  in  favour  of  the  opinion 
that  the  Polyglot  Ambic  version  of  the  Epistles  was  made 
neither  from  the  Coptic,  nor  the  Syriae,  but  immedi- 
ately from  the  Greek,  may  be  added  that  fXa;^irorf^o^ 
£ph.  iil^  8.  which  is  rendered  in  the  Arabic  by  ^^  y^j 
is  translated  both  in  the  Syriae  and  the  Coptic  by  only 
a  single  word,  the  one  expressive  of  ^  minimus,'  the 
other  of  *  servus/ 
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8.  This  date  is  ascribed  to  the  manuscript  by  Erpe^ 
nius  himself,  who  says,  in  the  beginning  of  his  preface, 
that  it  was  written  in  the  year  of  the  Martyrs  1059,  ^^ 
1342  of  the  Christian  sra,  and  adds,  that  it  was  writtea 
in  the  monastery  of  St.  John  in  the  desert  of  Thebais; 
But,  what  appears  to  be  a  contradiction,  Erpenius  top 
w^rd  the  end  of  the  preface,  g^ves  a  Latin  translation  of 
an  Arabic  subscription  in  this  manuscript,  dated  988  of 
the  Martyrs,'  which  is  1271  of  the  Christian  lera.  Now 
there  seems  to  be  no  other  method  of  reconciling  this 
-apparent  contradiction,  than  to  suppose,  i.  That  the 
subscription,  with  the  date  988  of  the  Martyrs,  is  writ^ 
ten  in  the  manuscript  at  the  end  of  the  Gospels,  and 
relates  to  them  only,  which  is  evidently  implied  in  what 
Erpenius  himself  says  relative  to  this  subscription.  2.  That 
there  is  another  subscription  at  the  end  of  the  second 
part,  which  contains  the  Acts,  the  Epistles,  and  the 
Revelation,  with  the  date  1 059  of  the  Martyrs,  which 
relates  only  to  these  books,  as  the  former  subscription 
to  the  Gospels  only :  and  that  Erpenius  improperly  un* 
derstood  the  last  subscription,  as  having  reference  to  the 
whole  work. :  If  this  hypothesis  be  agreeable  to  the  truth, 
the  manuscript  used  by  Erpenius  is  a  compound  of  two 
dififercnt  manuscripts ;  the  one  written  in  the  tbicteentli, 

the 
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the  other  in  the  fourteenth  centuiy ;  and  it  is  very  con* 
sistent  with  the  opinion,  that  the  Gospels  in  this  manu- 
Bcript  were  translated  either  from  the  Coptic  or  from  the 
Greek,  the  Acts  and  Epistles  from  the  Syriw:.  The 
question  however  can  be  determined  with  no  certainty, 
except  by  those  who  have  access  to  the  manuscript  itself^ 
which  is  preserved  in  the  University  library  at  Leyden^ 
marked  217,  among  Goliiis's  manuscripts,  and  is  de* 
scribed  p.  410.  N"*  25.  of  the  Leyden  Catalogue,  pub- 
lished in  1716,  folio.  For  though  in  the  edition  of  £r- 
penius  there  are  Arabic  subscriptions  at  the  end  of  each 
book  of  the  N.  T.,  yet  they  relate  not  to  the  translator* 
or  transcriber,  but  to  the  time  and  place  where  each 
book  was  composed  by  the  sacred  writers  themselves. 

9.  It  is  likewise  one  of  the  most  elegant  editions,  but 
it  is  very  difficult  to  be  procured. 

1  o.  Our  author  should  have  mentioned  his  authority 
for  this  assertion,  as  Mill  in  his  Prolegomena  has  taken 
no  notice  of  the  edition  of  Erpenius.  I  have  compared 
some  of  his  various  readings  in  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles, 
for  which  he  refers  to  the  Arabic,  and  have  found  that 
they  agree  with  the  Arabic  of  the  Polyglot,  but  the 
number  is  not  sufficient  to  lead  to  a  positive  conclusion'. 
Mill  however  himself  expressly  declares,  that  he  took  bis 
Arabic  readings  from  the  London  Polyglot,  and  makes 
no  exception  to  the  Acts  of  the  Aposties,  Prolegonr. 
§  1472.  Besides,  as  in  this  very  paragraph  he  acknow- 
ledges that  he  was  unacquainted  with  Arabic,  he  could 
not  possibly  have  used  the  edition  of  Erpenius,  in  which, 
if  we  except  the  title-page,  the  epistle  dedicatory,  and 
the  preface,  there  is  not  a  syllable  of  Latin  in  the  whoi^ 
.work.  , 

1 1.  In  bis  treatise  de  evangeliis  Arabicis,  sect.  7.  14^ 
1 5»  16.  On  tiie  other  ^de  of  the  questidn  may  be  con:* 
aalted  C.  B.  Michaelis  Tractatio  critica  de  variis  lectior 
nibus  N.  T.  §  2S.  where  examples  are  ^ven  in  which 
the  Arabic  version  of  the  four  Gospels,  pnnted  at  Rome 
and  re-printed  in  tiie  Polyglots,  diffisrs  from  that  pub- 
lished by  Erpenius, 

PAG£ 
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1 2»  Our  author  in  this  part  of  his  Orient  fiibl.  haf 
printed  the  .Arabic  text  of  John  v.  2.  as  it  stands  in  tb^ 
Roman,  Polyglot,  and  Erpenian  editions,  in  order  to 
shew  tbe^  necessjity  of  distinguishiag  them  in  quoting  the 
Arabic  version.  Now  with  respect  to  Mill,  though  his 
readings  are  here  of  little  wei^t,  as  being  taken  from 
the  Latin  translation,  yet  he  deserves  not  our  author's 
censure  in  quoting  simply  Arabs,  because  be  expresslj 
declares  that  he  means  the  Arabic  of  the  London  Poly- 
glot. But  still  more  extraordinary  than  his  censure  qf 
p>rmer  critics,  is  the  total  silence,  which  he  observes  in 
regard  to  the  merits  of  Griesbach,  iivhose  Greek  Testa^ 
ment  was  published  ten  years  before  the  present  edition 
of  his  Introduction,  and  who  has  very  accurately  distin:- 
guisl^  the  three  texts  by  the  marks  Ar.  Rom.  Ar.  Pol. 
and  Erp.  and  likewise  uses  the  abbreviation  Arr.  wheD 
nW  three  coinci(|e. 

13.  Storr  on  the  contrary,  in  his  treatise  de  evangeliis 
Arabicis,  §  35.  concludes  with  Erpenius,  that  Nejula- 
mam  was  the  translator,  namely  of  the  Gospels.  Of  the 
other  books  of  the  N.  T.  Erpenius  adds  in  his  Pr&cq^ 
Ceterum,  an  idem  etiam  reliquos  libros  verterit,  non 
satis  sum  certus.  Non  puto:  nam  et  phrasi  nonnibil 
ab  Evangeliis  discrepant,  et  Syro  contextui  quam  Grecco 
plerisque  in  locis  vid^itur  esse  vidniores. 
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14.  This  is  the  most  plausible  argument  that  has  been 
aUedged  in  support  of  the  opinion,  that  the  Arabic  version 
of  the  Gospels  was  taken  immediately  from  the  Greek, 
fiut  as  the  Roman,  Polyglot,  and  Erpenian  editions  of 
-fte  Gospels,  contain  the  text  of  one  and  the  same  ver- 
sion, as  our  author  and  Dr.  Storr  assert,  and  the  Poly- 
l^ot  editions  have  a  pure  Arabic  expression,  why  may 
pot  the  insertion  of  Abrubathiki  Kolimbithra,  wbidi  is 
fbiind  in  Uie  Roman  and  &penian  editions,  be  ascribed 
to  some  interpolator,  who  was  as  anxious  to  retain  Greek 

6  words 


K0TE5  TO  CHAP.  Vlh   ^QT.  XVI.  ^07 

words  as  tbe  author  of  the  Philoxenian  vers^n  ?  For 
according  to  tbe  above-ipentioned  bypothosb  it  neces- 
sarily follows,  that  either  the  Roman  or  tbe  Polyglot 
reading,  in  tbe  passage  in  question,  is  tbe  result  of  an 
idtecpoltttion.  It  jsmy  indeed  be  objected,  that  Gabriel 
Sionita  altered  the  text  of  the  Romajp  edition  to  bett^ 
Arabic,  and  that  hence  arose  tbe  reading  fpund  in  tbe 
polyglots ;  but  as  he  corrected  the  Gospels  by  a  manu^ 
script  brought  from  Egypt,  who  will  undertake  to  deter- 
mine that  the  alteration  io  this  instance  was  without  aur 
tbority  ?  JBesides,  as  tbe  manuscript  used  by  £rpeniu9 
iwas  tMTOugbt  from  Egypt,  it  is  at  least  possible  that  the 
Arabic  version  of  the  Gospels  was  made  from  soooe  Cop- 
tic version,  in  which  tbe  Greek  expression  was  retaioed, 
ttnd  this  possibility  alone  is  sufficient  to  render  the  argur 
ment  inconclusive,  with  respect  to  its  having  been  takeo 
immediately  from  the  Greek.  This  at  least  is  certaJ9l» 
that  the  words  v^oCocnxn  xe^v/;*Cl|5^»  are  retained  in  the 
Coptic  version  published  by  Wilkins.  It  may  also  be 
observed,  that  the  construction  in  the  common  printed 
Greek  and  Arabic  texts  is  totally  dijOferent.    The  former 

but  in  the  Arabic  no  expression  is  used  fpr  tm  ry,  and 
vfflt^rmn  is  taten  in  the  Nominative,  to  agree  with 
x«Xi;/t4Cii$f ».  Here  then  the  Arabic  imitates  not  the  Greek» 
but  the  VulgAte,  which  has  Est  autem  Hierosolymis  prp- 
bpitica  piscina.  Lastly,  in  resped:  to  the  question,  whether 
tbe  printed  Arabic  version  of  the  Gospels  was  taken  frota 
tbe^  Coptic,  or  the  Greeks  or  perhaps  the  Syriac,  it  msy 
be  observed  that  Erpenius  is  of  the  same  opinioii  witb 
our  author,  and  derives  it  from  the  Greek.  But  Le 
Long  and  Simon  are  of  a  different  opinion,  Le  Long, 
after  halving  quoted  from  the  Pre&ce  of  Erpenius  the 
subscription  to  the  Gospels,  which  has  been  given  p.  go. 
m  this  volume  of  the  Introduction  to  ,the  N.  T.,  ^di/ 
'  Rectius  infert  inde  R.  SioEiOD,  cap.  28.  hist.  crit.  ycir- 
sbnum  N.  T.  banc  versiouem  ex  Copticis,  proindeqite 
ex  loterpretatione  Coptica,  potius  quam  ex  contextu 

GrsBco  emanasse.    Visa  est  tamen  illi  ma^s  consentiaa^ 

version! 
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version!  Arabics  qu»  adjicitur  MSS.  Syriacis  quam  e^ 
quae  MSS.  Copticis  respondeL 

.  Le  Long  Bibl.  sacra,  Tom.  I.  p.  120.  ed.  1723* 

15.  But  if  we  therefore  conclude  tliat  the  Arabic  ver- 
sion actually  was  made  before  the  time  of  Mohammed* 
we  are  guilty  of  a  petitio  principii,  and  presuppose  the 
thing  to  be  proved.  In  a  version  of  undoubted  anti- 
quity, modern  words,  which  are  accidentally  found  in 
it,  must  necessarily  be  ascribed  to  the  interpolation  of  a 
later  hand ;  but  in  a  version  like  the  Arabic,  of  which 
the  antiquity  is  very  uncertain,  it  is  more  reasonable  to 
conclude,  from  expressions  not  used  before  the  time  of 
Mohammed,  that  the  version  itself,  in  which  they  are 
found,  was  written  since  that  period,  than  to  condemn 
without  authority  these  expressions  as  spurious,  in  order 
to  acquire  an  argument  for  the  high  antiquity  of  the 
version. 
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1 6.  No  part  of  the  Arabic  version  has  been  so  care- 
fully examined  as  that  of  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles,  ac- 
cording to  the  edition  of  Erpenius.  Our  author,  in  his 
Curte  in  versionem  Syriacam  actnum  apostolicorum, 
p.  14 — 42.  has  given  a  very  accurate  collation  of  the 
Erpenian  Arabic  version  of  the  Acts,  with  the  old  Syriac 
version,  from  which  the  former  manifestly  appears,  ex- 
cept in  a  few  instances,  to  have  been  taken  from  the 
latter.  For  this  careful  examination  he  is  entitled  to 
the  thanks  of  every  critic,  and  if  the  other  books  of  the 
Arabic  version,  or  versions,  of  the  N.  T.  were  examined 
with  the  same  care,  some  light  might  be  thrown  on  a 
subject,  which  is  at  present  involved  in  obscurity,  as  the 
Acts  of  the  Apostles  is  the  only  part  of  the  printed  Ara- 
bic version,  or  versions,  of  the  N.  T.  on  which  we  can 
pronounce,  with  any  certainty,  as  to  the  source  from 
which  it  was  derived.  Many  Arabic  manuscripts,  botb 
of  the  Old  and  New  Testament,  have  subscriptions  at 
the  end,  which  express  not  only  the  year,  in  which  they 
were  written,  but  the  language,  from  which  they  were 
translated*    Unfortunately  in  the  present  instance,  we 

are 
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Ere  destitute  of  this  aid,  for  we  know  nothing  of  the  ma- 
nuscripts from  which  the  Roman  edition,  and  the  Paris 
Polyglot  were  printed,  and  all  that  appears  from  the 
subscription  to  the  manuscript  used  by  Erpenius,  is  that 
it  was  written  in  Egypt ;  but  we  can  derive  from  it  no 
certain  inference,  in  respect  to  the  original  from  which  the 
translation  was  made. 

1 7.  1  Pet.  V.  3.  in  the  Arabic  version  of  Erpenius,  can 
have  been  translated  neither  from  the  Greek,  nor  from  the 
Syriac,  for  it  has  precisely  the  reading  of  the  Vulgate, 
which  differs  both  from  the  Greek  word  xAfi^o<,  and  the 
Syriac  jA^^^.  And  what  is  still  more  extraordinary,  the 
Arabic  translator  has  taken  the  word  *  clerus*  of  the  Vul- 
gate in  its  modem  ecclesiastical  sense.  This  is  no  very 
^vourable  appearance,  either  for  the  antiquity  or  critical 
Talue  of  the  Arabic  version  of  this  epistle.  In  the  Arabic 
of  the  Polyglots  a  different  translation  is  given,  but  it  is 
expressive  of  the  same  meaning,  ^  deri '  being  there  para* 
phrased  by  an  expression  signifying  '  constituti  in  dig- 
nitatibus  sacerdotii,'  a  paraphrase  which  savours  of  the 
Roman  hierarchy,  and  is  wholly  uriwarranted  both  by 
the  Greek  and  by  the  Syriac.  But  as  the  printed  Arabic 
i^ersion  has,  according  to  Storr,  been  much  interpolated, 
it  is  more  equitable  to  ascribe  these  readings  to  modem 
interpolations,  than  to  condemn  the  whole  epistle.  And 
that  neither  the  Erpenian,  nor  the  Polyglot  veirsibnof  the 
Catholic  epistles  was  translated  from  the  Vulgate,  ap- 
pears from  the  omission  of  1  John  v.  7.  as  Walton  has 
x>bserved  in  his  Prolegomen.  xiv.  ^  23.  unless  we  suppose 
that  it  was  made  from  a  MS.  of  the  Vulgate,  oC  which 
there  are  many,  where  that  verse  was  omitted. 

•  ■  •    ■ 
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18.  A  copy  of  this  scarce  edition  is  preserved  in  the 
Umversity  Library  in  Cambridge,  and  marked  £e^  4, 44. 
and  another  in  the  library  of  St.  John's  College  in  Cao^ 
bridge,  where  it  is  marked  T,  5, 1 7. 
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19.  Our  author  means  the  Parb  edition  6f  17239  ih 

two 
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two  vols*  folio ;  but  ia  the  iiDpjroved,  editipn  by  9iv 
Masch,  more  certain  accounts  ar^  given  of  the  Bukarest 
edition  of  the  Arabic  versboi  P.  II.  Vd.  I.  p.  1 1:7. ;  and 
be  has  likewise  corrected  an  errori  into  wbieb  Profesaor 
AurivilUus  bad  fallen* 

^o.  Of  tbesci  as  well  as  of  the  complete  editions  of  tiic 
Arabic  version,  a  description  is  given  in  Le  Long  BibL 
sacra,  ed*  Masch^  P.  II.  Vol.  I.  p.  no — 137.  For  an 
account  of  the  manuscripts  of  the  Arabic  versiaA  of  ite 
New  Testament,  preserved  in  the  different  librari^  \fx 
Europe,  see  Boerner*s  edition  of  Le  Long  BibU<>- 
theca  sacra,  P.  I.  p.  1134 — 240,  or  Vol.  I.  p,  120 
— 122.  of  the  Paris  edition  of  1793;  Uri's  Catalogue 
N"*  22 — 34.  of  the  Arabic  Manuscripts,  and  Note  ii. 
to  Beet  3.  of  this  chapter.  In  the  University  library  at 
Cambridge  are  two  Arabic  MSS.  of  tbe  Gospels,  wfaicb 
formerly  belonged  to  Cyrilius  Lucaria..  A  catalogue  oi 
Arabic  MSS.  bais  lately  beep  published  in  Spain,  uotd^ 
the  following  title,  Biblioteca  Espanola  de  Escritores  Ra- 
bbos  y  ArpbigoS)  por  D.  Joseph.  Castro,  Madrid,  178^ 
2  tpm.  folio,  C^siri  likewisi^  published  a  CbtalogiK  of 
Arabic  MSS.  in  the  Escurial*  under  the  tide,  Bibliotbec^ 
Arabioo-^ispana  Escurialensis,  Madrid,  1760 — 1770, 
2;  tom.  fol. ;  but  I  am  not  certain  whether  either  of  tbesfe 
two  last*menticlned  catalogues  contain  manuscripts  ef 
the  Arabic  version. 
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21.  Not  so  those  quoted   by  Griesbach,  of  whose 
merits  our  author  makes  no  mention.    See  Note  1 2. 

SECT.    XVII. 

PAGE   96. 

i«  It  is  extraordinary  that  our  author  makes  no  men- 
tkxi  of  tbi^  celebrated  Hiob.  Ludolf,  or  LeuUiolf,  tbe 
father  of  Ethiopic  literature  in  Europe,  whose  Historia 
iEthiopica^  Francofurti  1681,  fol.  and  Commentarius 
Ad  3uam  bistpriasn  .Sthiopicam^  Francofurti  1691,  foL 

contain 
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I  »ji  »; 


the  most  autbentic  accotfnts  of  the  Etbiopic  ver- 
sion. See  also  Waltooi  Prol.  xv. 
.  3. .  What  edition  of  Chrysoslom's  works  our  author 
meaoisy  I  know  not ;  but  in  tbat^  wbieh  was  published  by 
Montfaucon,  the  passage;  where  Chrysostooi  speaks  of 
llie  £thiopie  version,  is  VoL  VIII.  p.  lo.  Axx*  s  r«  t» 

lAtfTS  nau  ayoofikpian  irr«r*  ccXXm  x»i  Zu^oi,  xmi  Aiyvirrioi^ 
^a$  htotf  xKi  IIi{i«'^,  kaI  AtdioTK,  xm  jmu(i«  irt(»  %dvn^  uq 
Ti|»  aurtfir  /tAtrftC^AAorfif  yXcrrrov,  rft  vif i  r«Tir  i^yfACtrn  ii^- 
^^(d'frrA,  quMtdov  aydf «»ro»  P«(Ca^i  ^lAoo-of f iy«     It  mi^  be 

observed  tbat  this  passage  relates  to  the  Gospel  of  St 
John :  but  it  may  be  reasonably  concluded^  that  if  one 
Glospel  was  translated,  the  otbers  would  not  have 
remained  untranslated.  Chrysostom  has  however  weak- 
ened  bis  own  evidence  in  r^^  to  the  Etbiopic,  or  any 
one  version  in  partvular^  by  the  addition  of  the  clause 

xai  i^vftct  trtfa  iShm* 

3.  Of  the  aotbor  of  the  Etbiopic  version  of  tbe  N.  T. 
we  have  no  bbtorical  accounts.  Some  critics  have  con- 
jectured tbat  it  was  made  by  Frumentius,  a  bishop  in 
the  fourth  century,  who  first  preached  Christianity  in 
Ethiopia,  to  which  opinion  Mn  Bruce  seems  inclined 
to.  accede.  See  bis  Travels  to  discover  the  source  of  the 
iNile,  Vol  I.  Book  II,  chap.  vi.  p.  491.  and  Ludolfi 
JHist  iEthiopica,  lib.  III.  c.  iv.  But  Ludolf  adds  as 
lus  opinion,  ^4d'  priusquam  videam,  pro  certo  pon  affir^ 
jnaverim/  tboi:^h  Mr.  Bruce  says,  p.  490.  '  the  Ahys* 
ninian  copy  of  the  Holy  Scriptqtes,  was  in  Mr*.  I^udolf 's 
Opinion  translated  by  Frumentius.'  The  Etbiopic  ver- 
sion contains  the  whole  of  tbe  N.  T.  which  is  divided 
into  four  separate  pbrts.  1.  The  Gospels.  2.  The  Acts. 
3.  Tbe  fourteen  epistles  of  St  Paul.  4*  The  seven 
catholic  episdes.    The  Apocalypse  is  added  as  an  ftp* 

Endix,  and  entitled  Abokalamsis.    Ludolf  Hist  ^Bth. 
b.m..c.  iv.  n.  21. 

4.  C.  B.  Michaelis  tractatio  cjritica  de  viar.  lect  N«  T. 

S  26. 

5.  In  this  reference  to  Griesbach's  Symbols  critical 
it  BU  erratum,  which  I  have  not  been  able  to  correct 
Perhaps  our  aaUiiir  wmm  fu  76.  and  77^  where  misQ- 

tion 
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tioD  IS  made  of  the  readings  of  Origen,  and  tbose  of  the' 
Coptic,  Ethiopic,  and  Armenian  irersions. 

o.  The  names  of  the  editors  who  were  natives  of  Ethi- 
opia are  mentioned  in  the  Ethiopic  subscription  printed 
at  the  end  of  St.  Matthew's  Gospel,  which  Ludolf,  in 
his  Comment*  ad  hist,  ^thiop.  p.  294.  has  translated 
in  the  following  manner,  Mem<M^es  estote  nostrum  in- 
orationibus  vestris  Sanctis,  scilicet  fratram  vestrorum, 
Tesfa-Sionis  Malhesini,  Tensea-Waldi,  et  Zaslaski ;  Pe- 
tri, et  Pauli,  et  Bernardini;  quoniam  omnes  nos  filii 
sumus  patris  nostri  Tecla  Haimanoti,  Monasterii  Ro- 
inani  Mons  Libani  dicti.  Though  six  names  are  here 
mentioned,  it  must  not  be  concluded  that  there  were  six 
editors,  for  the  three  first  are  Ethiopic,  the  three  last, 
viz.  Petrus,  Paulus,  Bemardinus,  are  only  Latin  names 
adopted  by  the  three  Ethiopio  editors.  See  Le  Long 
Bib.  sacra,  ed.  Masch,  P.  II.  Vol.  I.  p.  1 54. 

7.  At  the  end  of  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles,  the  editors 
added  an  Ethiopic  subscription,  which  Ludolf,  in  his 
Hist  jEthiop.  Lib.  III.  cap.  iv.  num.  11.  translates  as 
follows,  Ista  Acta  Apostolorum  maxima  sui  parte  versa 
sunt  RomsB  e  lingud  Romans  et  Gnecd  in  i£thiopicam 
propter  defectum  archetypi:  id,  quod  addidimus  vd 
omisimus,  condoniate  nobis,  vos  autem  emendate  illud. 
It  may  be  here  observed,  that  the  word  archetypum  caa 
imply  only  a  single  manuscript,  which  is  the  source,  thei*e- 
fore,  from  which  all  our  editions  of  the  Ethiopic  version 
oftbe  N.T.  have  flowed.  It  is  probably  preserved  i^ 
the  Vatican,  though  it  does  not  appear  that  any  one  has 
ever  given  a  description  of  it 

S.  A  more  accurate  Latin-  translation  of  the  Ethiopic 
version  has  been  published  by  Professor  Bode,  under  the 
following  title.  Novum  Testanientum  ex  versioue  £thi- 
opici  ihterpretis  in  Bibliis  polyglottis  Anglicanis  editom 
ex  iEthiopic&  lingui  in  Latinum  translatum.  Brunsviga^ 
4752,  1755,  2tom.4to. 

^.        PAGE  97.     , 

'    9.  This  judgment  seems  to  be  too  severe,  for  if  ^  the 
£thiopic  versipo  was  made  immediately  fisom^^  the  Greek, 

and 
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and  in  an  early-  age,  if  its  readings  coincide  mth  the 
quotations  of  Origen,  and  the  Greek  MSS.  of  the  Alex- 
andrine edition,  it  seems  to  be  entitled  to  the  same  privi* 
leges,  as  other  versions  of  equal  antiquity.  .The  principal 
objection  applies  not  so  much  to  the  version  itself,  as  to 
our  printed  text,  which  is  probably  incorrect,  as  not  being 
the  result  of  a  collation  of  different  MSS.  but  the  very 
same  objection  may  be  made  to  the  old  Syriac  version, 
in  which,  though  various  MSS.  have  been  used  since  the 
original  edition  of  Widmanstad,  the  alterations  that 
have  been  made  deserve  rather  the  name  of  corruptions, 
tiian  of  improvements.  Griesbach,  in  his  Historia  textus 
epistolarum  Paulinarum,  Sect.  i.  §  12.  says,  ^thiopica 
et  Armenica  translationes.quarum  neutra  alii  ulli  post- 
ponenda  est,  puriores  quidem  quam  Syriaca  ad  nos  per- 
venerunt:  attamen  editorum  6des  non  sine  specie  in 
dubium  vocatur.  Ludolf  likewise,  in  the  preface  to  his 
Ethiopic  Lexicon,  published  by  Wansleb,  at  London  in 
1671,  4to.  says,  Yerendum  est  ne  idem  in  ceeteris 
Kovi  Testamenti  libris  fecerint,  quippe  ^tbiops  meus 
in  multis  eos  differre  aiebat  ab  exemplaribus  MSS.  pa- 
toite  sute. 

10.  This  work  was  published  at  Halle  in  1 749,  4to« 
and  is  the  same,  as  that  to  which  our  author  alludes  in 
the  first  paragraph. 

11.  Published  at  Halle  in  1767  and  1769,  in  two 
vols.  8vo. 

PAGE    98. 

12.  Mr.  Bruce,  in  the  chapter  quoted  Note  3.  Vol.  I. 
p*  489.  relates,  that  he  brought  with  him  from  Abyssinia 
a  copy  of  the  Ethiopic  version  of  the  Old  Testament, 
which  he  has  deposited  in  the  British  Museum,  but  it 
does  not  appear  that  he  brought  a  copy  of  any  part  of 
the  version  of  the  New.  He  relates,  Vol.  L  B.  IL  Ch.  7. 
P-  493-  that  copies  of  the  whole  New  Testament  are 
even  in  that  country  extremely  scarce^  that  except  in 
the  churches  he  had  never  seen  a  single  manuscript  which 
comprehended  all  the  parts  of  it,  and  that  even  the 
transcripts  of  the  Gospels  were  in  the  hands  only  of  men 

Vol.  IL  Q  q  of 
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of  the  first  distinction.  Ludolf,  b  his  Commentar. 
Histor.  ^tbiop.  has  given  a  catalogue  of  Etbiopic 
MSS.  preserved  indifferent  libraries  in  Europe.  See  also 
Le  Long  Bibl.  sacra,  ed.  Boemer.  P.  I.  p.  158.  or  VoL  I. 
p.  130.  ed.  Paris,  1723.  and  Note  11.  to  sect.  3.  of  this 
chapter. 

SECT.    XVIII. 
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1 .  The  tide  of  this  work  is,  Mosb  Choreoensb  Historic 
Armeniacffi  libri  III.  Artneniace  ^diderunt,  Latine  ver- 
terunt^  notisque  illustrarunt,  Gulielmus  et .  G^orgius, 
Qui.  Whistoni  filii.  Aulas  Clarensis  in  Academia  Canta- 
brigiensi  aliquandiu  alumni.     Xondini,  1736,  4to. 

2.  A  much  better  description  is  ^ven  in  le  Long 
Bibl.  sacra,  ed.  Masch^  P.  IL  Vol.  I.  sect  9. 

PAGE  99. 

3.  Published  at  Helmstadt  in  1757,  4to. 
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4.  This  letter  is  also  printed  in  d)e  Preface  to  Moses 
Chorenensis,  p.  9.  and  the  English  translation  of  it  may 
be  seen  either  in  Bp.  Watson's  Tracts,  Vol.  IIL  p.  302. 
or  p.  245.  of  the  Cambridge  edition  of  Beausobre  and 
L'Enfant's  Introduction,  printed  in  1 7.791  ^^^* 
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5.  This  is  probably  an  erratum  for  Eznac,  or  Eznic : 
the  former  orthography  is  adopted  by  Le  Long,  the 
latter  by  the  Whistons,  Moses  Choren,  p.  31 1. 

6.  Our  author  is  hot  accurate  in  saying  that  the  Syriac 
and  Armenian  are  the  only  versions  in  which  this  addi* 
tion  is  found,  for  it  is  likewise  in  the  Per9ian.  This 
however  affects  not  his  argument,  as  the  Persian  viras 
taken  from  the  Syriac. 

PAGE  102. 
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7.  Another  argument  which  clearly  decides  in  favour 
of  the  opinion  that  our  present  Armenian  version  was  not 

taken 
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taken  from  t)ie  SyrijBic  (that  is,  from  the  Peshito)  is,  that 
the  former  contains  those  books  of  the  New  Testament 
which  were  never  admitted  into  the  latter. 


SECT.    XIX. 
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1.  They  are  three  distinct  editions,  for  that  of  1666, 
which  contains  both  the  Old  and  New  Testament,  is  in 
4to.  that  of  1668,  which  includes  only  the  N.  T.  is  in 
8vo»  and  the  edition  of  1 698  is  in  1 2mo.  The  two  first 
only  were  printed  under  the  direction  of  Uscan,  but  the 
last  is  the  most  beautiful  edition.  A  complete  descrip^ 
tion,  particularly  of  the  first  of  these  editions,  is  given  in 
Le  Long  Bib.  sacra,  ed.  Masch,  P.  II.  Vol.  I.  p.  173-—* 
1 76. 1 8o«  A  list  of  Armenian  manuscripts  of  the  New; 
Testament  is  given  in  Dr.  Boemer's  edition  of  this  work, 
P.  I.  p.  280.  or  Vol.  I.,  p.  138.  of  the  Paris  edition  of 
1723.  See  also  Vol.  L  p.  76.  of  the  Catalogus.  MSS. 
Bib.  Regies,  and  Note  1 1 .  to  sect.  3.  of  this  chapter, 
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2.  The  words  of  Sandius  are,  Codex  praeterea  Arme- 
niacus,  ante  400  annos  exaratus,  quern  vidi  apud  Epis* 
copum  ecclesies  Armeniacse,  quse  Am'stelbdami  colUgitur, 
locum  ilium  non  legit  Now  our  author  speaks  of  this 
manuscript,  as  if  it  was  the  only  one,  that  was  used  by 
the  Armenian  Bishop,  but  it  is  possible,  and  even  pro* 
bable,  that  Uscan  had  more  than  one  manuscript,  nor  do 
the  words  of  Sandius  imply  the  contrary. 

3.  The  words  of  La  Croze  are,  Ce  verset  ne  se  trouve 
point  dans  I'Armenien.  Je  parle  ici  de  TArmenien 
manuscrit ;  car  TEveque  Armenien  Uscan  I'a  fourr^  dans 
les  editions  de  HoUande  apresTavoir  traduit  sur  le  Latin 
de  la  Vulgate.  But  La  Croze,  on  reading  the  Acts  of 
the  Council  of  Sis  (held  in  1 307)  publishea  by  Galanus, 
altered  his  opinion  as  far  as  relates  to  Uscan.  For  or> 
finding  that  this  verse  was  quoted  in  the  Acts  of  that 

* '  •  Q  Q  2  Council 
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Council  (unless  it  was  inserted  without  authority  by 
Galanus)  be  thought  it  probable  that  the  manuscriptB 
of  the  Armenian  version,  which  were  written  since  the 
time  of  HaithOy  might  contain  that  verse.  But  none  of 
these  modern  manuscripts  have  been  actually  produced 
in  favour  of  the  opinion,  whereas  we  have  positive  evi- 
dence that  Armenian  manuscripts,  written  before  tlie 
Ume  of  this  council,  have  not  the  verse.  Thus  hr  I  bad 
written  in  the  first  edition  of  these  notes :  but  at  present 
all  doubts  are  removed  on  the  subject,  and  we  Imow  to 
a  certainty  that  no  Armenian  MS.  of  the  N.  T.  has  the 
verse.  This  appears  from  the  following  testimony  of 
Professor  Alter  at  Vienna,  which  he  first  gave  in'  the 
Prefece  to  his  edition  of  the  Iliad,  p.  85.  Plurimum 
Reverendus  Bibliothecarius  Meghitarensium,.  in  insula 
S.  Lazari  Venetiis,  P.  Joannes  Zohrab  Armenus,  Viennie 
nunc  (scil.  1 790)  negotia  agens,  mibi  aflirmavit,  se  in 
nuUocodice  tnanuscriptd  Armem  Novi  Tsstamenti^  quos 
tamen  multas  et  varios  in  Cwwentus  bibHotktca  habcnty 
1  Joh.  V.  7.  reperissCj  illumque  in  nuUo  adhuc  codice  Armeno 
repertumjiiisse. 

4.  Since  the  publication  of  this  Introduction,  the 
fourteen  first  chapters  of  St.  Matthew's  Gospel  in  the 
Armc/nian  version  have  been  very  accurately  collated  by 
Bredencamp,  and  the  collation  is  printed  in  our  authors 
New  Orient.  Bib.  Vol.  VII.  p.  142 — 154. 

5.  Prcefatio  ad  Mosen  Chorenensem,  p.  1 6. 
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6.  To  the  Armenian  version  may  be  added  the  Geor- 
gian, which  was  first  printed  at  Moscow  in  1 743,  foK 
A  description  of  it  is  ^ven  by  the  very  learned  and  in- 
genious Eichhorn  in  bis  Allgemeine  Bibliothek,  or  Uni- 
versfd  Library  of  Biblical  Literature,  Vol.  I.  p.  153 — 169. 
The  description  is  taken  from  an  essay  on  the  Georgian 
version,  written  in  Georgian  by  a  learned  Armenian 
named  Avutadil,  and  translated  into.  Italian  by  Paolo 
I^one,  who  has  the  title  Vescovo  Ordinante  per  la  Nazi- 
one  Armena.    This  translation  was  brought  by  Professor 

Adler 
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Adler  from  Rome.  But  as  it  appears  from  the  de- 
scriptioD,  that  the  Georgian  Jext  was  altered  from  the 
Slavonian  in  the  edition  of  Moscow,  it  would  be  of 
little  value  in  the  criticism  of  the  New  Testament.  Two 
MSS.  of  the  Georgian  version  of  the  Gospels  are  pre- 
served in  the  Vatican.  See  Le  Long  Bib.  sacra,  Tom.  I. 
p.  140.  ed.  Paris,  1723. 


S   E   C  T.     XX. 

ft 
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1.  A  new  Latin  translation  has  been  published  by 
Professor  Bode,  a,t  Helmstadt  in  1750,  1751,  with  a 

freface  containing  historical  and  critical  remarks  on  the 
^ersic  versions. 

2.  These  notes  are  printed  in  the  Appendix  to  the 
Ix>ndon  Polyglot^  p.  57 — 98.  The  Persic  version  of 
the  four  Gospels,  which  is  the  only  part  of  the  N.  T. 
hitherto  printeid,  was  taken  for  the  edition  of  the  London 
Polyglot  from  a  MS.  in  the  possession  of  Dr.  Pococke, 
and  written  in  the  year  1341.  See  Waltoni  Proleg. 
XVL  §  9.  It  was  the  Codex  Pocockianus  126,  and 
13  numbered  5453  in  the  Catalogi  Lib.  MStorum  Angliae 
et  Hibemise  in  unum  colleeti.  Tom.  |.  P.  I.  p.  275. 
for  this  is  the  only  Persic  MS.  of  the  Gospels  mentioned 
in  Pococke's  catalogue. 
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3.  In  Pierson's  preface  to  this  edition  is  the  following , 
passage,  Cum  Evangeliis  Persicis  edendis  D.  Abraham 
Whelocus  operam  navasset,  tres  sibi  MSS.  codices  im- 
petraverat,  Oxoniensam,  Cantabrigiensem,  et  alteram 
Focockianum;  quorum  uno  descripto,  cieteris  collatis, 
fusiorem  in  omnes  commentarium  destinaverat.  Now 
Walton,  in  his  1 6th  Prolegomenon,  4  9.  relates  that  he 
himself  bad  knowledge  of  only  three  MSS.  of  the  Persic 
Gospels,  one  in  the  possession  of  Dr.  Pococke^  the  other 

Q  Q  3  two 
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two  in  the  libraries  of  Oxford. and  Cambridge ;  the  first 
of  which  was  printed  in  the  London  Polyglot,  is  a  version 
difierent  from  the  two  last,  and  was  supposed  by  Walton 
to  be  more  ancient.     If  this  account  be  true,  Wheloc 
must  have  used  maiiuscripts  containing  distinct  versions ; 
his  text  therefore  is  of  a  mixed  nature,  and  of  less  valoe 
in  that  respect,  as  well  as  in  point  of  antiquity,  than  that 
of  the  Polyglot     Of  these  three  MSS.  of  the  Persic 
Gospels,  used  by  Wheloc,  the  Cod.  Cantabrigiensis  is 
probably  that  which  is  at  present  qiarked  in  the  Univer- 
sity library  Gg.  5.  26,  for  though  there  is  another  Persic 
MS.  of  the  Gospels  in  the  same  library,  yet  that  be* 
longed  tbrmerly  to  fip.  Moore,  and  was  not  brought  to 
Cambridge  till  sixty  years  after  the  death  of  Wheloc. 
Le  Long,  in  his  Bibl.  sacra,  Tom.  I.  p.  134.  says  that 
the  Cambridge  MS.  used  by  \\'heloc  is  preserved  in  the 
library  of  Emmanuel  College.    But  I  have  examined  this 
MS.  and  found  that  it  did  not  belong  to  Emmanuel  col- 
lege till  the  year  1681,  twenty-four  years  after  the  Persic 
Gospels  were  printed;  for  in  a  blank  leaf  at  the  beginning 
of  the  MS.  is  written,  Coll.  Em.  Cant  Ex  dono  Ri- 
chardi  Kidder  hnjus  collegii  quondam  socii,  1681.     The 
Codex  Oxoniensis  it  is  more  difficult  to  determine.    Uri, 
in  his  Catalogue  of  Oriental  manuscripts  in  the  Bodleian 
library,  enumerates  only  two  Persic  manuscripts  of  the 
Gospels,  viz.  p.  270.  noted  by  him  6  and  7.  the  one 
formerly  in  the  possession  of  Laud,  the  other  formerly 
the  property  of  Hyde.     Le  Long  decides  in  favour  of 
the  former,  and  in  Uri's  description  of  it  we  find  the 
words  Versio  ad  verba  et  mentem  Graeci  textus  concin- 
nata,  which  words  are  used  by  Pierson  in  the  title-page. 
But  in  favour  of  the  other  manuscript  it  may  be  said,  that 
Pierson  has  likewise  in  the  title-page  the  tbllowing  re- 
markable clause,  Versio  Persica  Arabicam  et  Syriacam 
redolens,  which  very  words  are  used  by  Uri  in  his  de- 
scription of  his  Codex  7.  among  the  Persic  manuscripts, 
tad  they  were  ptobably  written  by  some  proprietor  in  a 
blank  leaf  of  the  manuscript  itself.    The  Codex  Po- 
cockianus  has  been  mentioned  in  the  preceding  note. 

1  4.  There 
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4  There  are  twd  title-pages  to  Wbeloc  s  edition^  one 
by  Wheioc  himself,  the  other  added  by  Piersoq.  The 
former  is  Quatuor  Evangelia  Domini  nostri  Jesu  Cbristi 
Persioe,  ad  mimerum  situmque  verborum  Latiae  data. 
1652.  The  other  is  Quatuor  Evangdiorum  Domini 
nostri  Jesu  Ghristi  versio  Persioa,  Sy riacam  et  Arabicam 
suavissime  redoleos :  ad  verba  et  mentem  Greeci  textus 
fiddita:  et  venuste  concinnata.  Loadioi  1 657.  It  seeos 
therefore  that  Pierson,  not  Wheioc,  was  of  opbion  that 
this  Perinc  v^oo,  was  made  from  the  Greek :  or  rather 
it  was  the  opinion  of  some  former  proprietor  of  one  of 
the  nmnuscripts  usod.by  Wheioc,  as  the  words  ^  ad  verba 
et  mentem  Grsecitextus  conoinnata' were  probably  written 
4)n  a  blank  leaf  of.  the  manuscript  itselA 

5.  A  list  of  manuscripts  of  the  Persic  version  of  the 
New  Testament  is  given  in  Le  Long  Bibliotheca  sacra, 
ed.  Boemer,  P.  L  p.  168 — 170,  or  Vol.  I.  p.  133,  134, 
ed.  Paris,  1723. 
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1  •  As  our  present  English  translation  of  the  Bible  w^s* 
made  in  the  time  of  James  I.  by  a  society  of  forty-aeyen 
persons  appelated  for  that  purpose  by  ro^al  authority, 
who  were  divided  into  six  different  companies,  which  met 
in  Wqstminster,  Oxford,  apd  Cambridge,  and  none  of 
them  probably  were  sufficiently  acquainted  with  the  Ger- 
man to  derive  any  assistance  irom  Luther's  transli^tiop,  it 
may  seem  difficult  to  comprehend  how  the  Germapisms, 
.of  which  our  author  spe^,.  should  have  been  derived 
from  this  source :  and  it  may  appear  more  reasonable  to 
conclude,  that  those  turns  of  expression,  which  are  no 
longer  current  in  modem  writidgs,  were  remnants  of  the 
Anglo-saxon  idiom,  of  which  more  traces  are  visible  in 
the  works  of  that  age,  than  in  those  of  the  present  cen- 
Jtury.  But  it  appears,  from  the  following  circumstances, 
.that  our  author  s  assertion  is  not  wholly  devoid  of  foun*- 
.dation,    1 .  Luther  puUished  his^  German  traoslation  of 

Q  Q  4  tlie 
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the  New  Testament  in  1523.  2.  A  few  years  previoiis 
to  this  publication^  William  Tyndal,  who  had  studied  both 
in  Oxford  and  Cambridge,  went  abroad,  spent  some  time 
in  Germany,  was  personally  acquainted  with  Luther, 
settled  afterwards  in  Antwerp,  and  published  an  English 
translation  of  the  N.  T.  in  1526.  3.  John  Rogers,  who 
had  studied  in  Cambridge,  and  spent  a  considerable  time 
in  Germany,  where  he  became  a  minister  of  a  Ijitheran 
congregation,  translated  that  part  of  the  Old  Testament 
which  Tyndal  had  left  unfinbbed,  revised  Jiis  translation 
of  the  New,  added  notes  and  prefaces  from  Luther,  and 
published  the  whole  at  Hamburg  in  1537,  which  edition 
is  commonly  called  Matthewe's  Bible,  Matthewe  being 
a  fictitious  name  assumed  by  Rogers*  4.  It  is  certain 
therefore  that  Rogers  made  use  of  Luther  s  version ;  and 
it  is  hi^ly  probable  that  Tyndal  did  the  same,  as  be  first 
translated  those  books  which  Luther  had  first  translated^ 
and  began  the  translation  of  the  prophets  only  a  short 
time  before  his  death  in  1536,  which  Luther  had  not 
finished  before  1532.  Lastly,  it  appears  from  the  14^^ 
Rule  given  by  James  I.  to  the  translators  of  our  present 
English  Bible,  that  where  the  English  translations  of 
Tyndal,  Matthewe,  &c.  by  which  last  is  meant  the 
edition  of  1537,  came  closer  to  the  original  than  the 
Bishop's  Bible,  their  mode  of  translation  should  be  re- 
tained. 

See  Walchii  Bibliotheca  Theologica,  Tom.  IV.  p.  82. 
and  Johnson's  historical  account  of  the  English  transla- 
tions of  the  Bible,  in  Bishop  Watson's  Tracts,  Vol.  III. 
p.  67 — 72.  94 — 96.  See  also  p.  309.  of  the  preceding 
work,  and  Vol.  I.  p.  418.  of  le  Long  Bib.  saciB,  ed. 
Paris,  1723. 
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1 .  The  Evangeliarium  quadruplex  of  Blanchini  con- 
sists of  two  parts,  and  though  it  is  generally  bound  in 
four  volumes,  yet  in  quoting  it  reference  la  tx)mmoniy 

made 
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made  to  the  part,  not  to  the  rolume,  because  the  pages 
are  numbered  through  each  part  without  interruptiou. 
A  description  of  the  manuscripts  used  by  Blanchini  is 
given  by  Dr.  Semler  in  his  Appendix  to  Wetstein's  Pro- 
legomena, p.  635—678. 

2.  To  the  MSS.  used  by  Blanchini,  may  be  added  a 
MS.  in  the  imperial  library  at  Vieima,  containing  parts 
of  St  Mark's  and  St.  Luke  s  Gospels  according  to  the 
old  Latin  version.  A  complete  description  has  been 
given  of  it  in  Latin  by  Professor  Alter,  and  published  in 
the  third  volume  of  the  New  Repertorium  of  Professor 
PauluSy  p.  1 1 5 — 1 70.  , 

PAGE    111. 

3.  The  reading  of  the  later  version,  or  the  Vulgate,  is 
Euroaquilo,  whence  probably  our  author  conjectures,  that 
the  Greek  MSS.  from  which  this  version  was  made,  had 
BupoxuAwv,  the  reading  of  the  Cod.  Alexandrinus. 

4.  To  the  editions  of  the  old  Latin  version,  either  of 
the  whole  or  of  part  of  it  mentioned  by  our  author,  may 
be  added  Dr.  Semler's  edition  of  the  Latin  text  of  the 
Gospel  of  St.  John,  taken  from  the  Code^  Cantabrigi- 
ensb.  It  is  printed  with  his  Paraphrasis  Evangelii  JR)- 
hannis,  2  tbm.  1771,  1772.  8vo.  and  it  will  shortly  be 
published  by  Dr.  Kipling,  with  types  resembling  the 
original.  For  further  information  on  this  subject,  see  Le 
Long  Biblioth.  sacra,  ed.  Masch.  P.  IL  Vol.  IIL  cap.  i. 
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1 .  As  the  Latin  translation  was  added  in  order  to  ren- 
der the  original  more  intelligible  to  the  inhabitants  of 
those  countries,  in  which  Greek  was  not  spoken,  it  is 
natural  to  suppose,  that  the  translation  would  be  adapted 
to  the  original,  not  the  original  to  the  translation ;  and  it 
seems  extraordinary,  for  this  very  reason,  that  the  latter  con- 
jecture could  ever  occur  to  a  critic  so  eminent  as  Welsteb. 

2.  It 
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2.  It  18  not  impossible  that  some  of  these  Latin  ver* 
sions  were  written  several  centuries  after  the  commeQce- 
ment  of  Christianity.  It  is  the  genei^y  rec^ved  opi- 
4iioD  that  the  Latin  versions,  found  in  the  Codices 
Grasco-Latini,  as  well  as  those  published  by  Blanchini, 
existed  in  their  present  form,  before  the  age  of .  Jerom. 
.But  no  satisfactory  proof  has  ever  been  given  of  this  asser- 
tion ;  for  though  the  quotations  of  Lucifer  of  Ca^ari, 
and.  other  Latin  fathers,  who  lived  before  the  time  of 
JerooD,  frequently  coincide  with  the  text  of  some  one  of 
these  translations,  y^  on  the  other  hand  they  frequently 
disagree,  as  Simon  himself  acknowledges  in  his  Noi)- 
velles  Observations,  P.  11.  ch.  xxi.  No  one  will  deny 
that  a  Latin  version  or  versions  of  the  New  Testament 
existed,  not  only  in  the  fourth,  but  even  before  the  close 
of  the  second  century,  as  appears  from  the  quotations  of 
Tertullian.  See  Semler^s  Appendix  to  Wetstein's  Prole- 
^mena,  p.  584.  of  the  ed.  published  at  Ifalle  in  1764. 
But  who  will  undertake  to  determine,  that  the  ver^on 
quoted  by  Tertullian,  is  among  the  number  of  those  which 
exist  at  present  ?  The  Codices  Graeco-Latini  were  in  ge- 
neral written  after  the  age  of  Jerom,  (see  Montfaucon 
PalsBographia  Grseca,  Lib.  IIL  cap.  1,  2,  3, 4.)  at  a  time 
when  the  authority  of  the  Vulgate  had  in  a  great  mea- 
sure, though  not  entirely,  superseded  the  use  of  the  more 
ancient  versions.  The  Latin  versions  therefore  annexed 
to  the  Greek  texts  of  these  manuscripts,  for  the  private 
use  of  those  >(vho  were  unable  to  understand  the  original 
without  the  help  of  a  translation,  may  be  considered^  not 
indeed  as  original  productions  of  those  ages,  in  which 
the  Codices  Grseco-Latini  were  transcribed,  but  as  com- 
positions adapted  to  the  text  of  each  particular  manu- 
script. If  this  statement  be  true,  the  Latin  versions  in 
jLl;ie  Codices  Graeco-Latini  have  a  mixed  text,  which  is 
ic^mpose^  partly  o£  Ante-Hieronymian  readings,  partly 
pf  readings  of  the  Yulg^te,  and  partly  of  reaciings  which 
were  borrowed  from  the  particular  Greek  text,  to  which 
they  were  added. 

PAGE 
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3.  *  Itala'  is  perhaps  an  erratum  in  the  manuscripts 
of  Augustin  s  works  for  *  ilia/  and  perhaps  the  genuine 
reading  is,  *  in  ipsis  autem  interpretationibus  ilia  caeteris 
praeferatur,'  &c.  This  conjecture  was  made  by  Bentley, 
defended  by  Casley,  and  adopted  by  Lardner,  Emesti, 
and  other  eminent  critics.  See  the  arguments  in  support 
of  the  reading  *  ilia,'  in  Lardner's  Works,  VoK  V.  p.  1 16. 
cd.  1788,  and  Emesti  Institutio  interpretis  N.  T.  p.  121. 
ed.  1775.  If  this  conjecture  is  grounded,  the  error  was 
occasioned  by  a  transcriber,  who  read  ITLA  for  ILL  A, 
and  supposed  it  to  be  an  abbreviation  of  ITALA.  But 
there  is  an  inconvenience  attending  this  conjecture,  which 
consists  in  theword  '  nam,'  because  if  Itala  be  altered  to 
ilia,  and  the  sentence  be  written  '  in  ipsis  autem  inter- 
pretationibus ilia  cseteris  prseferatur,  nam  est  verborum 
tenacior,'  &c.  there  is  something  wanting  to  determine 
the  sense  of  ^  ilia :'  and  if,  in  order  to  effect  this  purpose^ 
we  change  '  nam'  into  *  quse,'  as  some  critics  have  done 
who  defend  the  reading  *  ilia,'  we  take  a  liberty  which  is 
wholly  unwarranted.  To  avoid  therefore  the  necessity  of 
80  violent  an  alteration,  another  ingenious  conjecture  was 
proposed  by  Potter.  He  supposes  that  ttala  is  a  mistake 
for  usitata,  and  that  the  passage  stood  originally,  as  writ- 
ttrn  in  the  most  ancient  manuscripts,  as  follows,  INIPSIS 
AUTEMINTERPRETATIONIBUSUSITATA 
CAETERISPRAEFERATUR,  &c. ;  that  a  transcri- 
ber, after  having  copied  '  interpretationibus,'  took  the  first 
syllable  of  usitata,  on  returning  to  his  manuscript,  for  the 
last  syllable  of  the  word  which  he  had  just  written,  and 
of  course  read  the  next  word  IT  AT  A,  which  he  conw 
eluded  to  be  an  erratum  foriTALA,  and  in  this  manner 
produced  our  present  spurious  reading. 


SECT. 
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1.  One  might  almost  suspect  that  translations^  which 
abound  in  barbarisms  of  this  nature,  were  written  in  the 
ages  of  ignorance,  and  after  Latin  had  ceased  to  be  a 
living  language. 

2.  Our  Huthor,  consistently  with  -  his  favourite  hypo- 
thesis, explains  as  provincialisms  these  deviations  from 
classic  purity.  But  whatever  latitude  be  allowed  to  this 
principle,  it  seems  to  be  insufficient  to  explain  such  ex- 
amples as  ^  unus  scriba,'  where  the  use  of  unus,  not  as  an 
adjective  of  number,  but  as  an  article,  is  so  contrary  to  the 
genius  of  the  Latin  language,  that  it  could  never  have 
been  admitted,  even  in  the  most  distant  provinces,  as 
long  as  Latin  was  a  living  language.  It  is  an  idiom  pe- 
culiar to  the  dialects  of  the  Nortli,  and  could  never  have 
occurred  to  any  Latin  writer  before  the  ancient  tribes  of 
Germany,  after  their  conquests  of  Italy,  had  engrafted 
their  language  on  the  Latin,  and  produced  the  modern 
Italian.  In  short,  *  unus  scriba'  is  nothing  more  than 
the  German  ein  schreiber,  and  the  Italian  uno  8criba» 
and  implies  a  familiarity  with  these  expressions.  These 
observations  are  made  on  the  supposition,  that  our  author 
is  right  in  saying,  that  in  the  expressions  unus  scriba, 
unus  princeps,  &c.  the  word  '  unus'  is  used  as  a  modem 
indeterminate  article,  like  the  Italian  /  uno.'  But  it  was 
probably  used  as  an  indefinite  pronoun,  and  as  synony- 
mQua  to  ^  quidam,'  in  the  same  manner  as  iU  is  some- 
times used  for  tk:  since  unus  scriba,  Matth.  viii.  19. 
(l^t  vii.  19.  as  in  the  German  original,  an  Erratum, 
which  by  ftcx^ident  I  neglected  to  alter  in  the  translation) 
is  literally  translated  from  rtc  yfaiAiAanvi ;  and  with  re- 
spect to  princeps  unus,  Matth.  ix.  1 8.  though  ot^x*'*'  cdone 
is  found  in  the  common  editions,  yet  several  manuscripts 
quoted  by  Wetstein  have  »(x^v  '''<^9  ^^^  one  has  »(x^  '<^* 
See  Gesner*s  Thesaurus,  art.  Unus,  where  Gesner  quotes 
*  unus  pater  fiunilias,'  from  Ciqero  de  Oratore. 


NOTES   TO  CHAP.   VII.   SECT.   XXIT.  625 

PAGE    115- 

3.  Salmacidus  is  not  quoted  by  Cicero  from  Ennius, 
for  the  line  which  he  quotes  is  the  following  : 

Salmaci,  da  spolia  sine  sudore  et  sanguine. 
De  Officiis,  Lib.  L  c.  1 8» 

It  may  be  observed^  that  this  example  must  not  be 
sought  in  the  Vulgate,  where  we  find  a  different  expres* 
sion,  James  iii.  11.  but  in  the  old  Latin  version  published 
by  Sabatier.  Matth.  iii.  24.  is  an  erratum  in  the  German 
original  for  Matth.  iv.  24.  which  is  not  altered  in  the 
translation,  because,  though  I  knew  it  to  be  an  error,  •  I 
had  not  discovered  the  real  place,  till  after  that  page  had 
been  already  printed. 

4-  See  Note  2. 
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5.  The  first  example,  which  our  author  produces  in 
favour  of  his  hypothesis,  that  one  of  the  old  Latin  ver- 
sions was  made  by  a  native  Syrian,  is  taken  from  Mark 
].  9.  where  the  Codd.  Vercellensis  and  Veronensis  for  ab 
Johanne  have  ab  Johanuen.  The  origin  of  this  termi- 
nation he  seeks  in  the  Syriac  version,  in  which  Johannes 
is  expressed  by  ^i->^  -  (Juhanan) ;  but  it  is  surely  more 
reasonable  to  ascribe  it  to  the  ignorance  of  a  copyist  in 
later  ages>  who  knew  not  whether  '  ab'  governed  an  abla- 
tive,  or  an  accusative.  It  is  therefore  mere  accident  that 
the  proper  name  in  question  ends  m  both  versions  with 
the  same  letter.  Besides,  if  the  Syriac  has  been  the  cause 
of  these  soloecbms,  how  shall  we  explain  the  origin  of 
Scriptum  est  in  Eseiam  prophetam,  which  is  found  in  the 
Cod.  Vercellensis,  Mark  i.  1.  (Evangeliarium  quadru- 
plex,  P.  II.  p.  310.)  for^  in  Esaia  propheta.  In  Syriac 
£saias  is  expressed  by  |J:^1  (Esahjo) :  the  felse  govern- 
ment ther^foi^  observable  in  tlie  Latin,  cannot  pos- 
sibly be  ascribed  to  any  other  cause,  than  the  igno- 
nmce  of  the  writer  or  transcriber.  The  other  examples 
are  selected,  with  a  view  of  shewing  what .  our  author 
asserts  in  this  paragraph^  that  there  are  Syriasms  in  the 

Latia 
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Latin  versions,  where  none  are  observable  in  the  Greeks 
and  that  these  idioms  are  to  be,  ascribed  to  a  native  of 
Syria,  who,  in  translating  the  Greek  Testament  into 
liatin,  derivied  assistance  ^om  the  version  of  his  owq 
country.  The  following  mav  serve  as  a  specimen.  Mark 
viii.  1 7.  the  common  Greek  text  b  war^pufAiynw  ixjtn  my 
tmfhaf  iifufp,  which,  expressed  word  for  word,  is  obtu- 
sura  habetis  cor  vestrum ;  but  the  Latin  versions  in  the 
Codex  Cant  and  the  Brixiensis  have  obtusa  sunt  corda 
vestra.  Now  the  use  of  the  verb  '  sum'  instead  of  'habeo/ 
our  author  says  must  be  ascribed  to  the  Syriac  version, 
which  has  here  ^ut^  Zu)  ]xmD  )a^  cor  durum  est  vobis« 
But  what  necessity  is  there  for  having  recourse  to  tho 
Syriac  version,  to  explain  the  origin  of  a  phrase,  whichi 
instead  of  being  a  Syriasm,  is  better  Latin  than  the 
literal  translation  of  the  Greek  ?  And  whoever  examines 
his  other  examples,  will  find  that  they  may  be  all  ex- 
I^ined)  without*  having  recourse  to  a  version,  which  was 
perhaps  unknown,,  or  at  least  unintelli^ble  to  the  authprs 
of  tbe^e  Latin  translations.  The  example  which  our 
au^r  alleges  in  the  note  from  Ridley's  Dbsertation  is 
inconclusive,  as  he  himself  acknowledgea. 

PAGE  117. 

6.  If  Jewish  converts,  inhabitants  of  Italy  in  the  first 
century,  had  applied  themselves  to  the  translation  of  any 
part  of  the  Greek  Testament  into  Latin,  which  is  how- 
ever mere  conjecture,  it  would  be  still  insufficient  to  ax- 
plain  what  our  author  asserts  with  respect  to  the  Syriasms 
of  these  Latin  versions,  since  tiie  Jews  of  those  ages  who 
lived,  in  Europe  spake  no  other  language  than  the  Greek, 
and  could  read  the  Old  Testament  only  in  the  Septua* 
gint.  If  it  lie  replied  that  a.  native  of  Syria  mi^t  have 
settled  in  Romei  and  applied  hiitiself  to  the  task  of  tran- 
slating Greek  into  Latiii,  a  matter  which  is  in  itself  ahnoafc 
incredible,  we  may  answer,  that  no  Christian  community, 
either  in  Rome  or  any.  other  city  of  Italy,  would,  have 
accepted  such  a  translation,  where  persons  could  not  have 
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been  wanting,  ivho  were  able  to  tnanslate  thd  original  into 
correct  .and  genuine  Latm* 

7.  The  examples,  which  our  author  has  allegisd  in  his 
Cdf»,  as  prooft  that  Sjna&D^  ate  contained  in  the  LMin 
versions^  where  none  are  observable  in  the  Greek,  ai^* 
not  wholly  satisfactory.  One.  of  them  has  been  men* 
tbned  in  the  fifth  Note,  which  no  more  deserves  the 
name  of  a  Syriesm,  than  the;expression  used  in  the  Syrtac 
version  the  title  <^  a  Latinism.  That  a  literal  transla- 
tion, of  the  Greek  Testament,  which  is  full  of  Oriental 
idbms,  as  being  written  by  natives  of  the  £ast^  should 
have  the  same  peculiarities  as  the  ori^nal,  is  by  no  means 
extraordinary :  and  if  in  some  exiimples  expressions  are 
discovered  in  the  Latin  versions,  which  savour  of  the 
Eastern  idiom,  where  the  Greek  phrase  is  pure  and  clas* 
sical,  is  it  not  more  reasonable,  as  the  translations  were 
made  in  countries  where  Syriac  was  unknown,  to  ascribe 
them  to  the  influence  of  habit  acquired  by  the  dilily 
study  of  a  wwk  that  is  written  in  Syriac-Greek  ? .  The 
examples  of  coincidence  between  the  Syriac  and  the 
Vulgate,  in  readings  which  are  found  in  no  Greek  ma- 
nuscript now  extant,  afford  no  proof  that  the  one  was 
either  taken  from,  or  even  consulted  in  the  composition 
of  the  other,  and  shew  only  that  they  were  translated, 
from  Greek  manuscripts  written  in  an  early  age,  before 
length  of  time  had  introduced  the  present  variety. 
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1 .  Our  author  here  discovers  in  the  Latin  versions  a 
knowledge  of  orthographical  minutiae,  in  regard  to  Sy- 
riac proper  names,  where  no  such  knowledge  is  visible. 
That  Caphernaum  is  used  in  some  of  them  instead  of 
Capernaum  is  by  no  means  extraordinary,  since  xof  «(- 
waHfjk  is  found  in  Greek  manuscripts,  and  was  perhaps  the 
most  ancient  reading,  as  it  is  thus  quoted  by  Origan. 
Scarioth  by  no  means  corresponds  to  the  Syriac  ortho- 
graphy, 


6a8         morEB  to  chap.  vii.  sect.  xxv. 


^pby,  which  is  SeariutOi  and  this  word  is  so  diflferw% 
written  in  the  Latin  versions,  in  some  Iscariotes,  in  others 
Scariotes,  in  others  again  Scarioth,  and  laady,  in. the 
Cod.  Veronensby  Cariotb,  that  no  inference  can  be  de- 
duced from  it.  At  all  events  there  is  no  necessity  for 
referring  to  the  Syriac,  since  Sxoi^miiic  is  a  various  read- 
ing in  the  Greek ;  and  even  were  this  reading  not  in  the 
Greek,  why  cannot  a  Latin  translator. have  dropped  the 
initial  vowel  without  the  intervention  of  the  Syriac,  as 
well  as  the  Syriac  translator  without  the  intervention*  of 
the  Latin  ?  It  is  an  oversight  which  is  naturally  to  be 
expected  from  an  inhabitant  as  well  of  ancient  as  of  mo* 
dern  Italy,  for  the  number  of  words  which  hepn  with  Sc, 
both  in  Leitin  and  Italian,  greatly  surpasses  the  number  of 
those,  which  begin  with  Sc  preceded  by  a  vowel.  With 
respect  to  the  testimony  of  Augustin,  no  inference  can 
be  deduced  frY>m  it  that  Latin  versions  were  made  in  the 
first  century,  for  the  prima  fidei  tempora,  of  which  he 
speaks,  may  relate  to  the  second,  as  well  as  the  first 
century. 

PAGE  1 1 8. 

2.  The  learned  and  ingenious  Eichhom,  in  hb  In- 
troduction to  the  Old  Testament,  supposes  with  more 
probability  that  the  first  Latin  version  of  the  Bible  was 
made  in  Africa,  where  Latin  alone  being  understood,  a 
translation  was  more  necessary,  where  the  Latin  version 
was  held  in  the  highest  veneration,  and  where  the  lan- 
guage being  spoken  with  less  purity,  barbarisms  might 
have  more  easily  been  introduced,  than  in  a  provincial 
town  in  Italy. 

3.  But  the  Greek  Testament  could  not  have  been 
translated  into  Latin  before  the  canon  had  been  form^, 
it^hich  was  certainly  not  made  in  the  first  century.  See 
Millii  Prolegomena,  §  195.  Semleri  Commentarii  his- 
torici  de  antiquo  Christianorum  statu,  Tom.  I.  p.  35—^ 
39.  and  Griesbachii  Historia  textus  epistolarum  Pauli- 
narum,  sect  2.  §  12. 
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» 

1.  It  appears,  from  the  fac  simile  which  the  editor  of 
the  Cod.  Boeroerianus  has  amiexed  to  fol.  23.  that  dis- 
tinct intervals  are  between  each  word;  Phil.  ii.  4.  the 
reading  is  distinctly  ix«roK  xoTsrrfc,  and  the  Liettin  tran- 
slation is  singuli  iaborantes.  The  copybt  therefore  in 
tranjaoibing  from  a  more  ancient  manuscript,  written 
without,  intervals,  having  by  a  false  division  of  the  two 
Greek  words  converted  nconvrfcinto  x^rsrrK,  altered  in 
consequence  of  this  error,  the  Latin  considerantes  into 
Iaborantes.  But  his  alteration  is  incomplete  and  incon« 
sistent,  for  he  should  have  changed  at  tiie  same  time 
singuli  into  singulis. 

SECT.    XXVIL 
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1.  Wetstein,  in  quoting  from  the  Latin  versions  which 
difier  from  the  Vulgate,  quotes  them  indiscriminately 
under  the  title  Codices  Latini,  but  Griesbach  has  made 
a  very  accurate  distinction  between  each  individual  ma«' 
nuscnpt,  which  he  quotes  by  name,  and  of  which  he  has 

?*ven  a  catalogue  to  the  number  of  seventeen.  See  his 
reface,  p.  23,  24.  In  short,  he  has  shewn  himself  in 
this,  as  well  as  in  every  other  respect,  to  be  the  most 
consummate  critic,  that  ever  undertook  an  edition  of  the 
Greek  Testament.  To  the  readings  of  Latin  manu- 
scripts which  he  has  given  in  this  admirable  work,  may 
be  added  those  of  the  Codex  Evangeliorum  Latious 
Harleii,  and  Codex  Epistolarum  Latinus  Harleii,  which 
he  has  communicated  in  his  Symbols  Critics,  p.  307 
— 382. 

Vol.  II.  R  B  SECT. 
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1.  See  Millii  Prolegomena,  §  850 — 869. 

PAGE  124. 

2.  Examples  are  given  in;  Wetetein^s  Prolegomena, 

3.  For  a  description  o£itbe  Divina  Bibliotbeca  Hienv 
nyiiii»  see  Le  LongBibL  sacra,  ed.  Mascb,  P.  II.  Vol.  III. 
cap.  1 .  §  1 8.  or  Walchii  BiU.  patristica,  p.  346. 

r 
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1  •  This  is  asserted  by  Mill  in  bis  Prolegomena,  §  1401 . 
With  respect  to  our  author's  Note  at  the  bottom  of  the 
page,  where  he  produces. a  passage  from  Theganus,  to 
shew  that  Charlemagne  collated  the  Latin  Gospels  toth 
with  the  Greek  and  with  the  Syriac,  I  must  confess  that 
I  have  not  sufficient  confidence  in  the  authority  of  The- 
ganus,  to  believe  that  Charlemagne,  or  even  his  secretary 
Alcuin,  understood  a  syllable  of  Syriac.  It  is  probable 
that  neither  of  them  understood  much  of  the  Greek  lau- 
guage,  which  in  thosd  days  was  very  little  known  in  the 
West  of  Europe. 

.   PAGE  126. 

2.  A  description  of  a  manuscript  of  the  Vul^t^  writ* 
ten  in  the  1 3f h  century,  is  given  in  the  Repertoriunv 
Vol.  XVII.  p.  183 — 206.  under  the  title  Notitia  co!- 
dicis  manuscripti  membiranacei  e  seculo  1 3^^  totius  vaV- 

fitse  versionis  bibliorum  SS.  proposita  a  C.  L.  Bauera 
or  a  general  description  of  the  manuscripts  of  the  Latiu 
version,  see  Le  Long  Bibl.  sacra,  ed.  Boerner,  P.  li  p.  534 
— 574*  or  Vol,  I.  p.  234 — 250.  ed.  Parb,  1723. 

^  PAGE 
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3.  A  complete  account  of  all  the  editions  of  the  VulL 
gate  is  given  in  Le  Long  Bibl.  sacra^  ed.  Mascb,  P.  II. 
Vol.  III.  cap.  2. 
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1 .  This  is  an  original  German  name,  and  is  the  dtmi«- 
nutive  of  die  word  Wolf:  it  is  written  in  correct  German 
W6Melcin,but  corruptly  pronounced  WSlfila,  or  Wulfiltf, 
in  the  dialects  of  Switzeriand,  Bavaria,  and  Austria,  to 
which  thiat  of  the  Moeso-Goths,  who  likewise  inhabited 
the  banks  of  the  Danube,  is  nearly  allied. 

PAGE  131.. 

2.  See  also  Lardner's  Works,  Vol.  iV.p.  137.  ed.  1788. 

PAGE  132. 

3.  The  works  of  Simeon  Metaphrastes,  who  was  born 
in  Constantinople  at  the  end  of  the '  ninth  century,  were 
published  at  Paris  in  1556,  Svo. 

PAGE  133. 

4.  The  German  title  of  this  small  treatise  is  Versuch 
moec  Erlauterung  eiper  alten  Spur  der  Gothischen  Ueber* 
fletznng ;  it  was  published  at  Halle  in  1 764. 

SECT.    XXXIIL 
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1.  To  i^ce  this  dispute  in  a  clear  point  of  view,  it 
is  necessary  to  observe,  that  the  expression  '  German 
knguag^'  taken  in  its  most  extensive  sense,  (or,  as  we 
say,  '  Teutonic')  and  as  used  by  Fulda,  Adelung,  and 
others,  who  have  the  most  profound  knowledge  of  its 

H  B  2  antiquity, 
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antiquityi  includes  not  only  the  dialects  of  modern  Ger* 
many,  but  all  those  languages  which  are  spoken  from 
the  provinces  on  the  southern  banks  of  the  Daoobei  to 
the  borders  of  the  Frozen.  Sea«  It  is  divided  into  two 
principal  classes,  the  High  and  the  Low  German :  the 
former  comprehends  all  those  dialects^  which  are  spoken 
in  Upper  Saxony,  Frantonia,  Suabia,  the  circle  of  the 
Upper  Rhine,  Switzerland,  Bavaria,  Austria,  and  in  an* 
cient  times  from  the  source  to  the  mouth  of  the  Danube : 
probably  therefore  in  the  country  inhabited  by  the 
Mceso-Goths.  The  second  class,  or  the  Low  German, 
comprehends  the  dialects  of  Lower  Saxony,  and  West- 
phalia, the  Danish,  Swedish,  or,  as  it  may  be  called, 
Suio-Gothic,  in  opposition  to  Moeso-Gothic,  Icelandish, 
Flemish,  Dutch,  and  English,  as  spoken  before  it  was 
mixed  with  Norman-French.  This  distinction  being 
made,  it  will  appear  that  many  of  the  arguments  used 
in  the  controversy,  relative  to  the  language  of  the 
Codex  Argenteus,  are  merely  verbal,  and  tliat  (he  oppo- 
site parties  frequently  agree,  where  they  seem  to  differ. 
And,  what  is  still  more  unfortunate,  the  neglect  of  this 
distinction  has  led  to  very  false  conclusions :  for  instance, 
a  similarity  between  the  language  of  the  Codex  Argen- 
teus, and  that  of  the  modern  High  German,  has  been 
used  as  an  argument,  that  the  version  must  be  Frankisfa, 
as  if  the  language  of  the  old  inhabitants  of  Moesia  were 
not  a  dialect  of  the  High  German,  as  well  as  the 
Frankish ;  and  on  the  other  hand,  a  similarity  with  the 
Swedish  lias  been  used  as  an  argument,  that  the  version 
is  Gothic,  as  if  Suio-Gothic  and  Mceso<46thic  were 
the  same. 

3.  The  Danes  and  the  Swedeis  have  an  indefinite  ar- 
ticle €fi  for  the  masculine,  et  for  the  neuter :  but  when 
the  article  is  intended  to  be  used  definitely,  they  write  it 
as  a  termination  of  the  noun,  to  which  it  belongs.  This 
peculiarity  being  not  observable  in  the  Codex  Ai^g^teua, 
is  an  argument  that  its  dialect  is  not  that  of  the  Soio- 
Goths  ;  but  it  leaves  the  question  undecided^  whether  it 
be  Moeso-Gothic,  or  Frankish. 

3.  With 
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3.  With  this  difference,  that  the  Swedes  and  the  Danes 
never  prefix  the  syllable  ge  or  ga  to  the  participle,  where^ 
as  it  is  sometimes  prefixed  to  it  in  the  Codex  Argenteus. 
See  p.  49.  of  Lye's  Gothic  Grammar,  prefixed  to  his 
edition  of  the  Gothic  version. 

4.  The  formation  of  German  verbs,  by  prefixing  the 
syllable  gCy  is  not  peculiar  to  the  dialect  of  Thiiringen» 
or  the  writings  of  Ottfried,  but  is  extremely  common  in 
all  the  dialects  of  the  High  German;  and  a  great  num- 
ber of  examples  are  given  by  Adelung,  in  bis  German 
Dictionary,  Vol.  11.  p.  434.  whereas  this  mode  of  for* 
mation  is  not  used  in  the  Danish  or  Swedish.  Now  as 
the  syllable  ga^  which  is  only  a  less  refined  pronunda'^ 
tion,  is  incessantly  applied  in  this  manner  in  the  Codex 
Argenteus,  it  affords  a  very  strong  presumption  that  its 
language  is  not  Suio-Gothic,  but  Tike  the  argument  men- 
tioned. Note  2.  it  leaves  the  question  undecided,  whether 
the- version  was  written  in  the  country  of  the  Franksi  or 
in  the  ancient  province  of  Moesia. 
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1 .  The  arguments  used  in  this  paragraph  sufficiently 
evince  that  the  dialect  of  the  Codex  Argenteus  is  that  of 
a  nation  which,  like  the  Mceso-Goths,  bordered  on  the 
Greek  empire^  and  therefore  not  the  dialect  of  the  Franks. 
But  it  must  not  be  forgotten  that  the  Moeso-Gothic  is 
still  a  German  dialect ;  it  has  a  verb  Haban  (habere),  as 
well  as  other  dialects  their  Haben,  and  if  Haban  occurs 
in  no  instance  of  the  Codex  Argenteus  as  an  auxiliary, 
it  must  be  ascribed  to  the  circumstance,  that  this  version 
is  a  close  copy  of  the  Greek,  and  that  the  past  time  can 
be  expressed  in  all  the  German  dialects,  both  with  apd 
without  the  auxiliary.  To  the  influence  of  tike  Greek 
may  be  likewise  ascribed  the  use  of  the  Dual,  and  of 
roost,  though  not  all  of  those  words  of  the  Codex  Argen- 

H  R  3  ^        teusy 
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teQSy  which  were  n^ver  u$ed  by  those  German  tribos,  tiiat 
were  uqconoected  with  foretgoers. 

3«  The  MoGso-Gothic  is  not  the  only  German  dialect 
ID  which  this  word  is  used.  See  I^'e's  Saxon  Dictionary 
art.  Sweltan,  and  Ihre  Glossarium  Suio-Gothicum  art. 
Swaelta. 

.  3.  See  the  Preface  to  Ihre  Glossarium  Suio-Gottucum^ 
p.  6.  But  many  of  the  words,  that  are  quoted  by  Bus-* 
beok,  approach  much  nearer  to  the  modem  German, 
than  to  the  language  of  the  Codex  Argenteus,  and  are 
rather  to  be  ascribeil  to  the  Saxon  colonies  that  were 
planted  in  Transylvania  and  in  the  neighbouring  prO"* 
vinoes,  some  centuries  ago,  than  to  be  considdied  aa 
remnants  of  the  Mcsso-Gotbic* 

PAGE  143. 
*    4.  These  Latin  words  may  be  ascribed  to  the  influ* 
coc^  of  the  Roman  colony,  which « Trajan  planted  in 
Dacia. 

5.  In  the  Gvothic  version  vt^f  is  invariably  translated 
by  the  original  German  word  *  wato/  but  Luke  vi.  49. 
where  vot«^«(  is  translated  by  ^  flodus,!  the  word  *  aqba' 
(qh  corresponds  to  the  Gothic  O)  is  written  in  the  mar** 

S'n,  but  with  what  intent  it  is  difficult  to  determine.    In 
e  printed  editions  of  the  Gothic  version  it  is  taken  into 
the  text,  and  compounded  with  *  flodus.' 

6.  See  Fabricii  BibU  Grteca,  Vol.  VI.  p.  599. 

PAGE  144. 

7.  See  also  Semleri  interpretaticy  loci  in  Cseremoniali 
Byzantine,  qui  to  Toltixov  commemorat  Hatse  1 749,  410. 

8.  But  the  arguments,  which  our  author  has  already 
produced,  are  sufficiently  convincing,  that  the  version, 
contained  in  the  Codex  Argenteus,  was  not  written  with- 
in the  limits  of  Germany,  properly  so  called,  and  that  it 
is  exactly  such  as  might  be  expected  from  a  German  tribe^ 
which  was  setded  on.  the  borders  of  the  Greek  empire, 
and  in  the  neighbourhood  of  a  Roman  colony* 
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1 .  These  words  are  not  in  the  edition  of  the  Gothic 
version  published  by  Junius  and  Marshall,  nor  in  that 
prioted  at  Stockholnj,  but  they  may  be  seen  in  Ihre  Ul- 
philas  illustratus,  p.  67.  ed.  Busclien.  In  Benzel's  edi- 
tion, published  by  Lye  at  Oxford  ,  in  1 750,  they'  are 
restored  to  the  Gothic  text :  on  which  Benzel  observes  in 
his  note  to  this  passage,  ^  Evidens  legisse  nostrum  Hiug 

yotf  tfiv   av9pftnr»v  oc  (An^  troiif  Juvoc/Aty  iv  ry  oyo/uiacli  pv,  at 

mirum  est  nullius  nee  codicis  nee  versionis  cOnsensum 
l*eperiri,  quod  baud  dubie  movit  Junium,  ut  verba  lectu 
clarissima  ex  editione  sua  expungeret/ 

PAGE  153. 

2.  Various  readings  from  the  Gothic  version  were  first 
quoted  by  Fell  in  Sie  Oxford  edition  of  1675,  otbere 
were  added  by  Mill,  and  still  more  by  Wetstein. 
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1.  See  Semleri  dissertatio  de  primis  initiis  Christianse 
inter  Russos  religionis,  Hals  1763,  4to. 

PAGE  156, 

2.  A  new  edition  of  the  Slavonian  version  was  pub- 
lished at  Moscow  in  1783,  4to. 

3.  It  is  well  known  that  this  passage  is  omitted  in  most 
of  the  Greek  manuscripts.    See  Griesbach  in  loco. 

PAGE    157. 

4.  This  verse  is  omitted  in  many  Greek  manuscripts, 

R  R  4  among 
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among  which  are  three  in  uncial  letters,  and  also  in  se- 
veral «atient  versions.  The  Cod.  Bezas  is  here  defective. 

PAGE    158. 

5.  Some  few  readings  of  the  Slavonian  version  are 
^ven  by  Wetstein  and  Griesbacb,  for  instance  Acts  ;kx. 
28.  but  very  copious  and  accurate  extracts  have  been 
dven  from  it  by  Professor  Alter,  in  his  edition  of  the 
Greek  Testament,  published  at  Vienna  in  1787,  Vol.  I. 
P«  375 — 390>  where  the  readings  are  taken  from  the 
edition  printed  at  Moscow  in  1614:  p.  1122 — 1156. 
where  they  are  taken  from  a  Slavonian  manuscript  in  the 
imperial  library  marked  356,  and  p.  1157 — 1194*  like- 
wise from  a  Slavonian  manuscript  in  the  same  librarv 
marked  355.  These  relate  to  the  four  Gospels.  Vol.  li. 
p.  968 — 1039.  ^^  extracts  from  the  Acts  and  the 
Epistles,  from  a  Slavonian  manuscript  marked  in  the 
imperial  library  101. 

6.  Since  the  publication  of  our  author's  Introduction, 
a  very  excellent  description  of  the  Slavonian  version  has 
been  communicated  by  Dobrowsky,  a  profoundly  learned 
critic  in  that  branch  of  criticism,  and  printed  in  the 
Ncue  Orientalische  Bibliothek,  Vol.  VII.  p.  155 — 167, 
Of  this  essay  the  following  are  a  few  extracts.     1 .  The 
Slavonian  version  is  very  literally  translated  from  the 
Greek,  the  Greek  construction  being  frequentiy  retained 
where  it  is  contrary  to  the  genius,  of  the  Slavonian ;  and 
resembles  in  general  the  most  ancient  manuscripts.   2.  In 
the  Gospels  it  agrees  with  the  Codex  Stephani  n,  more 
frequently  than  with  any  other  Greek  manuscript     3.  In 
the  catholic  epistles  it  agrees  in  general  with  the  Codex 
Alexandrinus,  and  frequently  in  tiie  Revelation.    4.  In 
the  Acts,  and  in  the  epistles  of  St  Paul,  it  agrees  in  ge» 
neral  with  the  mos$  ancient  manuscripts,  but  sometimes 
with  on^  sometimes  with  another,  yet  most  frequently 
with  Wetstein's  Codex  £.     5.  Of  the  readings  adopted 
by  Griesbach  in  the  text  of  his  Greek  Testament,  the 
Slavonian  veraon  has  at  least  three-fourths.     6.  Where 
the  united  evidence  of  ancient  manuscripts  is  against 

the 
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the  common  printed  reading,  the  Slavonian  version  agrees 
with  the  ancient  manuscripts.  7.  It  has  not  been  altered 
from  the  Vulgate,  as  some  have  supposed,  though  the 
fact  is  in  itself  almost  incredible.  8.  It  varies  from  the 
text  of  Theophylact,  in  as  many  instances  as  they  agree  : 
and  their  coincidence  is  to  be  ascribed,  not  to  an  altera- 
tion from  Theophylact,  but  to  the  circumstance,  that 
both  Theophylact  and  the  author  of  the  Slavonian  ver* 
sion  used  the  Greek  edition.  9.  The  Slavonian  version 
has  few  or  no  readings  peculiar  to  itself^  or  what  the 
critics  call  *  lectiones  singulares/ 

Dobrowsky  adds,  that  the  extracts  made  by  Alter 
from  the  Gospels,  Acts  and  Epistles,  are  selected  with 
great  accuracy,  but  that  those  which  Matth'ai  has  taken 
fi*om  the  Revelation  are  erroneous  and  useless. 
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1.  Sfe  also  Simon  Hist,  crit  des  versions  du  N.  T. 
ch.  xlii.  Our  authpr,  in  referring  to  Le  Long's  Bibli- 
otheca  sacra,  means  Vol.  I.  of  the  Paris  edition  of  1725. 
In  Dr.  Boerner  s  edition,  the  account  of  the  Anglo-saxon 
version  is  given  P.  II.  p.  302 — 316. 

2.  The  edition  of  1571  was  printed  in  London,  in  4to. 
and  has  a  preface  by  John  Fox,  which  is  dedicated  to 
Queen  Elizabeth.  The  edition  of  1638  was  likewise 
printed  in  London,  and  contains  fragments  both  of  the 
Old  and  New  Testament.  The  edition  of  1665  was 
printed  at  Dordrecht,  with  the  Mreso-Gothic  version, 
and  re-printed  at  Amsterdam  in  1684. 

3.  SeeMillii  Prolegomena,  §  1401. 

PAGE  159. 

4.  Various  readings  from  the  Anglo-saxon  version  of 
the  four  Gospels  were  first  quoted  by  Mill,  who  took 
them  from  the  papers  of  MarshalL  See  his  Prol^omena, 

§  1462. 
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§  1462.  With  respect  to  its  antiquity,  the  learned  am 
not  agreed,  but  it  is  generally  referred  to  some  part  of 
the  eighth  century.  For  an  account  of  the  manuscripts 
of  the  Anglo-saxon  version,  see  Le  Long  Bibliotbeca 
sacra,  Tom.  I.  p.  422,  423.  ed  1723.  A  very  com- 
plete catalogue  of  Anglo-saxon  naanuscripts  in  general  is 
given  in  Wanley's  Appendix  to  Hickes's  Thesaurus, 
published  at  Oxford  in  1 705,  folio 


CHAPTER   Vm. 
Of  the  Manuscripts  of  the  Greek  Testamenf. 

SECT.    I. 

PAGE    159. 

1.  A  codex  criticus  is  a  manuscript,  in  which  the 
transcriber,  instead  of  copying  from  one  and  the  same 
ancient  manuscript,  selects  from  several  those  readings, 
which  appear  to  htm  to  be  the  best. 

PAGE  160. 

2.  See  also  the  Prolegomena  to  Professor  Birches  edi- 
tion of  the  four  Gospels,  published  at  Copenhagen  in 
1 788,  in  which  the  learned  editor  has  described  a  very 
great  number,  particularly  of  the  manuscripts  preserved 
in  the  libraries  of  Italy,  which  before  his  time  had  bea 
either  totally  neglected,  or  very  imperfectly  examined. 
Professor  Alter  has  likewise  communicated  extracts  from 
Vienna  manuscripts,  in  bis  edition  of  the  Greek  Testa* 
ment  published  at  Vienna  in  1787.  See  Vol.  I.  p.  323 
— 1078.  Vol.  IL  p.  415 — 967. 
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PAGE    161. 

1.  See  Mill's  Prolegomena,  §  1052 — 1057.  But  to 
prevent  confusion  it  is  necessary  to  observe,  that  •  an-oro- 
Xoc  is  frequently  used  in  a  different  sense,  denoting  not  a 
collection  of  lessons  from  the  epbtles,  b^^  the  epistles 
themselves.  See  Griesbach's  Historia  text^is  epistolarum 
Paulinarum,  sect  2.  §  10.  Those  manuscripts,  which 
contain  lessons  from  the  four  Gospels,  are  called  in  ge- 
neral Evangelistaria.  See  Wetstein's  Prolegomena,  p,  62. 

2.  This  manuscript  belonged  formerly  to  Caesar  de 
Missy,  and  will  be  described  in  a  subsequent  section, 
under  the  title  Codex  Goettingensis  2.  A  transcript  of 
the  list  of  lessons  from  our  author's  Of.  Bibl.  would  be 
foreign  to  the  present  purpose. 

3.  Because  additions  of  this  kind  might  be  more  easily 
admitted  into  a  Lectionarium,  than  into  a  regular  tran« 
script  of  the  Greek  Testamentr    Their  non-admisaioa 
therefore  is  a  stronger  proof  against  their  authenticity 
in  the  former  case,  than  in  the  latter. 

PAGE  162. 

4.  To  render  this  example  more  intelligible,  it  may 
be  observed  that  the  genuine  text  of  this  passage,  and 
which  Griesbach  has  restored,  is  KfoUHflog  h  avlv  toy 
Ilil^^r  xai  l9i»9fffi¥,  but  that  in  several  Lectionaria  a  new 
lesson  begins  with   Acts  iii.  1 1 .  and  in  the  following 

manner,   £»  raiSr    n/Acpaic  exuvaig  xpotlisTUof  rn  loAtiloq  X^Xii, 

It.  T.  X.  Now  the  insertion  of  m  i»^ii\oq  x^Ah  was  neces- 
sary in  the  beginnmg  of  the  lesson,  in  order  to  inform 
the  audience  of  the  subject  of  discourse ;  but  in  the  third 
chapter  of  the  Acts,  in  which  mention  had  been  already 
0if|de  of  the  healing  of  the  lame  man,  «v1h  was  sufficitot^ 
and  Til  i»9i»7of  x^Xn  would  have  been  wholly  super* 

fiuOQS, 

5.  This 
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5.  This  interpolation  from  a  Lectionarium  is  likewi^ 
rejected  by  Griesbacb,  as  also  iiin  0  Ku^io^,  Luke  vii.  31. 
and  01  9i(i  rw  IlotvX9iff  Acts  xxi.  8. 

6.  Also  in  the  two  Vienna  manuscripts  described  by 
Treschow,  and  noted  by  Griesbach  Codd.  124,  125. 
NanJely  the  two  verses  of  St  Luke*s  Gospel,  ch.  xxii* 
43,  44.  are  copied  in  these  manuscripts  after  the  thirty- 
ninth  verse  of  Matth.  xx  vi.  But  in  the  last  of  these  three 
manuscripts  the  addition  is  only  in  the  margin. 

7.  Animadverteram  multoties  in  media  lectione  qusB- 
dam  omissa  esse,  quse  legerentur  in  alia  lectione. 

Evangelium  secundum  Lucam,  ed.  Matthai,  p.  446. 

8.  This  is  probably  an  erratum  for  Luke  xxii.  43. 
To  comprehend  in  what  respects  Wetstein  is  here  inac- 
curate, it  is  necessary  to  consult  Ma^thai^s  note  to' this 
passage.  Wetstein  however  has  not  quoted  falsely ;  he 
has  only  quoted  too  little.  He  mentions  ten  Evange- 
listaria,  in  which  the  two  verses,  Luke  xxii.  43,  44*  are 
omitted.  This  is  a  real  fact,  and  cannot  be  denied  even 
by  Mattfaai,  though  this  learned  editor  relates,  that  in 
the  same  Evangelistaria  tlje  same  lesson  is  found  in  ano- 
ther par^  in  which  these  verses  are  not  omitted.  His 
words,  which,  as  too  often  happens  in  the  writings  of 
this  profound  critic,  were  not  dictated  by  a  spirit  of  libe- 
rality and  good  breeding  are  the  following :  '  Si  ergo 
Wetstenius  primam  lectionem  intellexit,  cum  dixit  base 
abesse,  testimonium  ejus  veritati  consentaneum  est :  sin 
de  altera  lectione  roonuit,  mentitus  est' 

9.  An  accurate  description  of  the  Evangelistaria  is 
expected  from  Dr.  Griesbach,  in  the  second  volume  of 
his  Symbolas  criticse.     See  the  first  volume,  p.  ccxxiv. 
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PAGE    165. 

1 .  Our  author  is  here  totally  silent  in  regard  to  the 
merits,  of  the  immortal  Semler,  who  wHs  the  first  critic 
that  ventured  to  call  in  question  the  opinion  of  Wet* 

stein, 
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stein^  and  to  defend  the  Codices  Graeco-Latini  against 
the  charge,  which  Wetstein  had  laid  to  them.  So  early 
as  the  year  1 765,  two  years  therefore  before  the  publi- 
cation of  our  author's  second  edition  of  this  Introduction, 
and' twenty-three  before  the  publication  of  the  fourth, 
Dr.  Seinler  printed  the  third  volume  of  his  Introduction 
to  the  Interpretation  of  Scripture,  entitled  Hermeneu- 
tische  Vorbereitung,  in  which,  both  in  the  preface,  and 
in  Several  parts  of  the  work  itself,  be  supports  these  ma- 
nuscripts against  the  accusation  at  that  time  admitted 
by  our  author,  and  perhaps  by  every  critic  in  Europe. 
In  his  Spieilegium  Observationum,  annexed  to  Wetstenii 
Libelli  ad  crisin  N.  T.  which  he  published  in  1766,  he 
delivers,  p.  179,  191,  &c.  the  same  sentiments;  more 
at  large,  p.  44 — 54.  of  his  Apparatus  ad  liberalem  N.  T. 
interpretationem,  published  in  1767,  and  lastly  in  the 
beginning  of  the  fourth  volume  of  his  Hermeneutische 
Vorbereitung,  printed  in  1 769.  The  original  genius  of 
this  .great  critic  and  divine,  permitted  him  in  no  case  to 
be  a  blind  follower  of  the  opinion  of  others,  he  ascended 
constantly  to  the  source  itself,  examined  with  his  own 
eyes,  and  made  more  discoveries  in  sacred  criticism,  and 
ecclesiastical  history,  than  the  envy  of  his  contemporaries 
has  been  willing  to  admit. 

PAG£  i66. 

2.  Namely  the  Codex  Amandi,  Claromontanus,  San- 
germanensis,  and  Boemerianus. 

PAGE  170. 
3*  Erasmus  could  never  imagine  that  the  celebrated 
Codex  Vaticanus  was  written  after  the  council  of  Flo- 
rence. The  alterations  therefore,  a  secunda  manu,  which 
are  visible  in  this  manuscript,  must  be  those,  which  he 
meant  to  ascribe  to  one  of  the  articles  of  convention  in 
this  council':- and  this  is  a  very  obvious  construction  of 
Erasmuss  own  words,  \  Codices  ad  latinorum  exem- 
plaria  emendatosJ  But  he  had  never  seen  the  manuscript, 
of  which  he  speaks,  for  he  says,  in  the  passage  quoted  by 

our 
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our  author  from  the  Capita  Argumentorutir,  '  Talid  ad«^ 
hue  dicitur  adservari  in  bibliotbeca  pontificia.'  In  our 
author's  reference  to  Erasmus's  Note  on  Luke  x.  i .  is 
an  erratum,  which  I  have  not  been  able  to  correct: 
Erasmus's  Note  on  that  verse,  in  the  edition  of  1527, 
relates  to  a  totally  different  subject. 

PAGE  171. 

4.  It  is  true  that  the  expression  '^  Romana  lectio/ 
which  Sepulveda  here  opposes  to  ^  Grseci  codices^'  is 
somewhat  ambiguous,  but  he  himself  determines  its 
meaning,  by  opposing  in  the  same  sentence  '  exemplaria 
Romana'  to  the  '  exemplaria  Grascprum,'  and  by  giving 
in  the  following  sentence  to  the  '  exemplaria  Romana,' 
the  title  of  ^  libri  archetypi.'  Where  he  opposes  the 
Greek  original  to  the  Latin  translation,  he  uses  the  terms 
'  dictio  Graeca,'  and  '  dictio  Latina.' 

PAGE  172. 

5.  This  conjecture  is  not  probable.  Dn  Semler^  in 
a  note  to  Simon  Hist,  critique  du  Texte  du  N.  T.  cb. 
xxix.  supposes  that  Sepulveda  understood  by  '  certus 
locus,'  the  celebrated  passage  1  John  v.  7.  which  the 
editors  of  the  Complutum  edition  had  translated  from 
the  Latin  into  Greek,  his  letter  being  dated  Rome  1535, 
which  was  twenty-one  years  after  that  edition  was  print-- 
ed,  and  thirteen  after  it  was  published. 

6.  This  explanation  leaves  the  matter  in  as  much  un- 
certainty as  Sepulveda's  own  expression,  but  the  whole 
seems  to  be  clear  from  Note  4.  After  all,  it  is  a  matter 
of  no  consequence,  whether  the  agreement  in  questioB, 
to  alter  the  Greek  manuscripts  from  the  Latin,  took 
place  at  the  council  of  Florence,  or  not.  For  in  ancieiit 
manuscripts  the  original  text  may  be  dbtioguished  from 
modem  alterations,  and  new  manuscripts  written  since 
the  council  of  Florence  are  in  other  re^^ects  of  little  or 
np  value. 

'  PAGE 
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•  7.  The  term  *  recensio'  was  first  applied  to  the  ma- 
nuscripts of  the  Greek  Testament  by  Semler,  in  the 
third  volume  of  his  Hermeneutische  Verbereitung,  pub- 
lished in  1 765,  and  his  Apparatus  ad  liberalem  N.  T. 
interpretationem,  published  in  1767,  and  adopted  by 
Griesbacb,  in  his  Synopsis  Evangeliorum,  and  in  his 
Greek  Testament  and  Symbote  criticfle. 

PAGE  177. 

8.  Griesbach  refers  all  these  Recensiones  to  ages  prior 
to  the  eighth  century.  Mirum  hoc  videbitur  nemini 
qui  secure  reputaverit  sexto  aut  septimo  saeculo  extitisse 
jam^illam  recensionem  quae  in  codicibus  recentioribus 
plerisque  habetur,  et  a  textu  vulgari  typis  excuso  parum 
difiert;  inde  vero  a  saeculo  octavo  vix  novam  recensio- 
nem ullam  procuratam  fuisse,  nee  variantium  lectionum 
numerum  insigniter  postea  auctum  esse,' si  sphalmata  de- 
mas  a  librariis  dormitantibus  admissa,  et  glossas  non- 
nullas  e  margine  in  textu m  temere  translatas. 

Hist,  textus  ep.  Paulin.  sect.  i.  §  11, 

9.  See  Griesbacb's  SymboliB  critics,  p.  ix. 

S  E  C  T.     IV. 
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1 .  For  instance.  Mill  printed  the  text  of  Stephens's 
third  edition,  but  Wetstein  having  adopted  another  tex^ 
was  sometimes  guilty  of  mistakes  in  accomoaodating  (0 
his  own  text,  the  various  readings  of  that  of  Mill.  To 
avoid  this  inconvenience^  Professor  Birch  has  abided  by 
the  text  which  Mill  had  adopted.  See  bis  Prefoce  to 
the  four  Gospels,  printed  immediately  before  the  Prole* 
gomena. 

PAGE  i8i. 

2.  Named  by  Knittel  Codex  Guelpherbytanus  A,  and 
quoted  by  Griesbach  by  the  title  Codex  p. 

3.  Codex 
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3*  Codex  GuelpherbytaDus  B,  and  Griesbach's  Co- 
dex Q. 

4.  To  these  publications  may  be  added  that  of  the 
Codex  Boernerianus,  prir)ted  at  Meissen  in  Saxony,  in 
1791,  under  the  followin|;  title,  xiii  epistolaruoi  Pauli 
Codex  Grsecus,  cum  versione  latina  vetere  vulgo  Ante- 
hieronymiana»  olim  Boernerianus  nunc  bibliothecae  elec- 
toralis  Dresdensis,  summa  fide  et  diligentia  transcriptus 
et  editus  a  C.  F.  Mattbsei. 

The  Codex  Vindobonensis,  named  Codex  Lambecii 
primus,  has  been  published  by  Professor  Alter ;  for  he 
has  printed  his  Greek  Testament  from  this  manuscript, 
except  where  it  had  manifest  errata,  and  even  these  he 
has  carefully  noted.  This  edition  will  be  described  in 
a  following  chapter. 

5.  In   tlie  Orient.  Bibl.  Vol.  XXII.  N*  333.   our 
author  has  printed  a  letter,  which  he  had  received  from 
Professor  Adler  in  the  year  1 783,  in  which  he  relates, 
that  when  Spoletti  delivered  his  memorial  to  the  Pope, 
In  order  to  obtain  permission  to  print  the  Codex  Vatica- 
Dus,  he  was  referred,  according  to  the  usual  routine,  to 
the  Inquisition,  with  the  order  that  Father  Mamachi, 
the  magister  sacri  palatii,  should  be  consulted  in  particu- 
lar; whose  ignorance,  and  its  usual  attendanit,  a  spirit  of 
intolerance,  induced  him  to  persuade  the  Pope  to  pre- 
vent the  execution  of  the  plan,  under  the  pretence  tliat 
the  Codex  Vaticanus  differed  from  the  Vulgate,  and 
ihiffht  therefore,  if  made  known  to  the  public,  be  pre* 
judicial  to  the  interests  of  the  Christian  religion.     The 
Abb^  Spoletti  presented  a  second  memorial  to  the  Pope, 
in  which  he  answered  the  objections  of  Father  Mamachi, 
but  the  powers  of  the  Inquisition  prevailed  against  argu- 
ments, which  had  no  other  support  than  sound  reason. 
•Professor  Adler  further  relates,  that  since  the  death  of 
Evodius  Asseman,  who  was  one  of  the  librarians  in  the 
Vatican,  the  difficulty  of  access  to  the  manuscripts  is  so 
great,  as  to  make  it  almost  impossible  for  a  critic  to  de- 
rive at  present  any  advantage '  from  them ;  that  it  is 
stricdy  forbidden  not  only  to  copy,  but  even  to  collate 

them. 
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Iberii.  It  is  a  fortunate  circaoistante,  thereforei  for  the 
learned  world,  that  Professor  Birch  had  made  such  com- 
plete extracts  from  the  Codex  Vaticauus,  before  the  in« 
tolerant  principles  of « Cardinal  Zelada,  and  Monsignor 
Reggio,  had  produced  the  present  order.  In  the  Orient 
Bibl.  Vol.  XXIII.  N"*  348.  our  author  has  printed  a 
letter,  which  he  had  received  from  the  celebrated  De 
Rossi,  in  which  he  endeavours  to  vindicate  the  honour 
of  Pius  VI.  who  is  his  friend  and  patron,  and  to  shew 
that  Spoletti  abandoned  the  design  of  his  own  accord. 
Butadmitting  that  the  Pope  himself,  as  far  as  relates  to 
his  own  private  sentiments,  was  not  averse  to  the  under- 
taking, yet  this  at  least  is  Certain,  that^  no  public  per- 
mission was  ever  given  to  Spoletti*  though  he  repeatedly 
asked  it ;  be  w^  therefore  obliged  to  abandon  the  de- 
sign, since  the  private  indulgence  of  the  Pope  would 
have  been  no  security  against  the  vengeance  of  the  In- 
quisition. However,  no  obstacles  were  thrown  in  the 
way  of  the  collation  of  MSS.  in  the  Vatican  for  Dr. 
Ilolmes's  edition  of  the  Septuagint 
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6.  The  rules,  which  are  necessary  to  be  observed  in 
the  critical  use  and  application  of  the  manuscripts  of  the 
Greek  Testament,  are  given  by  Griesbach,  in  his  Historia 
textus  epbtolarum  Paulinarum,  p.  18 — 23. 
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1.  A  list  of  manuscripts  of  the  Greek  Testament^ 
hitherto  uncoUated,  might  be  selected  from  the  follow- 
ing publications,  and  perhaps  from  several  others,  with 
wUch  I  am  unacquainted. 

BibliothecsB  Apostolicse  Vaticanae  Codicum  MStorum 
catalogus  a  Steph.  Evodio  Assemano,  et  Jos.  Simone 
Assemano,  Romas  1756,  3  torn.  foL     fiut  only  a  few 

Vol.  II.  S  s  copies 


copies  of  this  catalogue  remain,  the  rest  having  beeA 
destroyed  in  the  fire  which  consumed  a  wing  of  the  Var 
tican.  The  second  volume  contains  the  Greelr  mitnu*- 
Scripts,  A  Catalogue  of  the  Vatican  manuscripts  is  like- 
wise given  in  Montfaucon  BibU  bibliothecarum^  Tom.  T. 

p.  1—155. 

BibliothecsB  Mediceo^Laurentianfls  catalogus  ab  A.  M. 

Biscionio  digestus  atque  editus,  Florentias  1752 — 175^9 

s  torn.  fol. 

Bandini  Catalogus  Codicum  GrsBCorum  BibliothecH 
MedicsBse  Laurentianas,  Florentias  1 764 — 1 770,  3  UmK 
folio. 

Grfieca  D.  Marci  Bibliotheca  Codicum  MStonim  per 
titulos  digesta,  preside  et  moderatore  Laurentio  Theu^ 
polo,  Equite,  ac  D.  Marci  Procuratore,  jussu  Senatusi 
Venetiis  1740,  fol* 

Grseci  Codices  manuscripti  apud  Nanios  Patricioi 
Vcnetos  asservatii  Bononise  1784,  4to. 

Codices  manuscripti  bibliotbecas  region  Tauriaensi8> 
cum  animadversionibus  Pasaini,  Rivauteli»j  et  Bert^ 
cum  figuris,  Taurini  1749,  fol. 

Bibliotheca  Ducis  Mutinensbi  printed  in  Montfau- 
con's  Bibliotheca  bibliothecanimy  Tom.  I.  p.  531.  In 
this  library  are  two  manuscripts  written  in  uncial  letters, 
the  one  of  the  Gospels,  the  other  of  the  Acts  of  the 
Apostles,  which  have  never  been  collated. 

Regis  Bibliotbecib  Madritensis  Codices  Graeci  M9ti, 
a  Johanne  Iriarte,  Madrid  1769,  fol. 

Catalogus  librorum  tam  impressorum  quam  MStorum 
Bibliothecae  Lugduno-Batava^  opera  Wolferdi  Senguer- 
diit  Jac.  Gronoviiy  et  Job.  Heyman,  Lugduni  apud 
Batavos,  1 7 1 6,  fol.     Supplementuro,  ib.  1741 9  fol. 

Catalogus  Codicum  MStorum  Bibliothecs  Regia?, 
Parisiis  1739 — 1744>  4  torn.  fol.  of  which  the  second 
volume  contains  the  Greek  manuscripts. 

Bibliotheca  Coisliniana,  olim  Seguieriana,  studb  ei 
opera  B.  de  Montfaucon,  Parisiis  J  715,  fol. 

P.  Lambecii  Commentariorum  de  augustissima  bibli- 
otheca Csesarea  Vindobonensi  Ubri  octo,  Vmdobonse) 
3  1665 
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1665*^1679,  8  torn*  ibl.  It  has  been  re- printed  with 
considerable  additions,  by  F.  KoUar,  ib.  1 766 — 1 782. 

Nesselii  Catalogus  MStorum  Orient,  et  Graecor.  Bib- 
liothec®  Vindobonensis,  Vindqbonss  1690,  2  torn.  fol. 

Nesselii  rec»sio  specialis  omnium  codicum  MStorum 
Bibliothecse  Vindobonensis,  cura  J.  F.  Reimanni,  Ha- 
novis  1712,  8vo. 

Catalogus  Codicum  MStorum  Bibliothec®  Gothanae, 
Auetore  £.  S.  Cy priano,  UpsiaB  1 71 4,  4to.  t 

C.  T.  de  Murr  Memorabilia  Bibliothecarum  publica* 
rum  Norimbergensium  et  Universitatis  Altdorfina?,  No- 
rimber([[flB  17S&— 1788,  2  torn.  8vo. 

Bibliotheca  Codicam  Grsecorum  serenissimi  Bavarise 
Duci^  et  Electorisy  printed  in  the  first  ^olume  of  Montr 
ictucons  BiUiotbeca  bibliothecarum,  p.  587.  In  this 
library  id  an  ancient  manuscript,  containing^  beside  the 
Acts  end  the  Epistles,  the  book  of  Revelation. 

Hemlert  notitia  codicum  N.  T.  Graecorum,  qui  Hav^ 
Ditt  in  bibliotheca  regia  adservantur,  Havnias  1784,  8vo. . 

£richaen's  View  of  the  collection  of  ancient  manur 
scripts  in  the  King  of  Denmark's  great  library,  written 
in  I)an}sh,  and  published  at  Copenhagen  in  1786,  8vo. 

Matthai  Notitia  Codicum  MStorum  Mosquensiumi 
Mosquae  1776,  fol. 

Thomas  Jamesii  ecloga  Oxopio-Cantabri^ensis  distrir 
buta  in  libros  duos,  quorum  prior  continet  catalogum 
conflisum  librorum  MStorum  in  bibliothecis  dvaruoi 
academianim  Oxonias  et  Cantabrigie,  posterior  cata^ 
logum  eorum  distinctum  et  disppsitum  secundum  quar 
tuor  facuHiteis,  observato  tam  in  nominibus  quaip  iq 
operibus  ipais  alphab^tico  literarum  ordine.  Londini 
1600,  4to. 

N.  B.  The  Catalogue  of  the  manuscripts  of  the  Bod- 
leian, published  by  uri  at  Oxford,  in  1787,  includes 
only  the  Oriental.  ^ 

Catalog^  librorum  MStorum  Anglias  et  Hibemiae  ia 
unom  coUecti,  Oxoniee  1697,  fol. 

Catalogus  librorum  MStorum  qoos  CoUc^  Corporis 
ti  in  Academia  Cantabrigiensi  legavit  M.  Parkerua 

s  s  2  Arcbi- 
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.^rchiepiscopus  Cantuarieasis.    £d.  J.  Nasmitb,  Cabtar 
brigias  1777,  4to. 

'    Catalogus  librorum  MStonim  bibliotbecie  Cottooianas, 
scriptore  Tboma  Sixiitb,  Oxonii  1696,  fol. 

Catalogue  of  the  Harleian  collection  of  maouscripta 
preserved  in  the  British  Museum,  London  1 759^  2  vobi. 
folio. 

Ayscough's  Catalogue  of  the  manuscripts  in  the  Bri- 
tish Museum  hitherto  undescribed,  Lond.  1782,  2  vols. 
4to. 

N.  B.  The  five  manuscripts  of  the  Greek  Testament^ 
purchased  at  Dr.  Askew  3  sale  for  the  British  Museum, 
are  not  in  this  catalogue,  being  purchased  since  the  pub- 
lication. 

'    Casley  s  Catalogue  of  the  manuscripts  of  the  Kings 
Library,  Lond.  1734,  4*0. 

BibUotbeca  bibliotbecarum  manuscriptorum  nova,  ubi, 
^usB  innomeris  pene  MStorum  bibliotbecb  contioentur^ 
ad  quod  vis  literature  genus  spectantia  et  notatii  digil^^ 
describuntur  et  indicantur  a  B.  de  MQntfaucon,  Pansiis 
1 739,  2  torn.  fol. 

Diarium  Italicum,  sive  mooumentorum  veterum  Bib- 
liotbecarum, MussBorum,  &c.  notitiae  singulajres  10  iti- 
nerario  Italico  coUectas :  additis  Mrhemadbus  ac  fi^risj 
a  R.  P.  D.  Bernardo  de  Montfaucoo,  Pansiis  1 702, 4to. 
*  Palaeographia  Grseca,  sive  de  ortu  et  progressu  literal 
rum  Graecarum,  et  de  variis  omnium  saeculorum  scrip* 
tionis  Grasc®  generibus :  itemque  de  abbreviationibus; 
let  de  notis  variarum  artium  ac  disciplinarum :  additis 
iiguris  et  scbematibus  ad  fidem  manuscripjU>rum  cpdi- 
cum.  Opera  et  studio  D.  Bemardi  de  Montfiuicoo^ 
Parisiis  1708,  fol. 

Bibiiotheca  sacra,  in  binos  syllabos  distincta ;  quorum 
prior,  qui  jam  tertio  auctior  ptodit,  omnes  sive  textus 
sacri,  sive  versionum  ejusdem  quavis  lingua  expressarum 
^ifiones,  nee  non  prssstanUores  MSS«  codices,  cum 
notis  historicis  et  criticis  exbibet :  posterior  vero,  omiua 
eorum  opera,  qui  hue  usque  in  sacram  scripturam  qoid- 

?iam  edideruQt.     Labore  et  industria .  Jacobi  J^  Long, 
'arisiis  1733^  2  torn.  fol. 

The 
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The  Florence  library  alone  ha$  at  least  a  thousand 
Greek  manuscripts,  two  of  which  are  of  the  Revelation 
of  St.  John,  as  Adler  relates  in  his  Biblisch-critische 
fieise,  p.  60.  The  royal  library  in  Paris,  as  appears 
from  the  Catalogue  above  quoted*  Vol.  II.  p.  12 — 20, 
has  eighty  manuscripts  either  of  the  whole,  or  of  parts 
of  the  Greek  Testament,  sixty*five  Catenae  or  commen- 
taries,  enumerated  p.  28 — 40.  which  likewise  have  the 
text  of  parts  at  least  of  the  Greek  Testament;  and  fifty- 
seven  Lectiooaria,  enumerated  among  the  Libri  Ritua* 
les,  p,  40 — 57.  making  in  all  two  hundred  and  two,  of 
sphich  only  forty-nine  have  been  collated..  It  appears 
likewise  from  the  Diarium  Italicum,  the  Palieographia 
Graeca,  and  the  Bibliotheca  bibliothecarum,  that  there 
are  many,  manuscripts  of  the  Greek  Testament  in  uncial 
letters,  in  the  different  libraries  of  Italy,  which  hav$ 
never  been  collated.  Nor  is  it  improbable  that  many 
lie  buried  in  the  libraries  of  Constantinople,  as  appears 
from  the  accounts  given  by  the  Abb6  Toderini,  in  his 
Letteratura  Turcbesca,  published  at  Venice  in  1787,  in 
3  vols.  8vo.  Lastly,  filanchini,  in  the  Api^endixes  to 
bis  Evangeliarum  Quadruplex,  has  described  many  ma<* 
nuscripts,  which  have  been  hitherto  unnoticed  in  th^ 
editions  of  the  Greek  Testament.  » 

.SECT.    VL 
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1  •  Within  the  last  few  years,  the  nutnber  of  collated 
manuscripts  of  the  Greek  Testament  has  been  very  con- 
siderablv  augmented,  by  the  industry  of  Professors  Mat- 
thai,  Alter,  and  Birch:  occasional  reference  therefore 
will  be  made,  in  the  course  of  these  notes,  to  such  as 
either  have  not,  or  could  not  have  been  described  by 
our  authoi*. 

PAGE    186. 

8.  This  sentence  I  have  considerably  softened  in  the 

translation,  because  the  original  is  couched  in  terms; 

^    -  s  s  3  which 
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iwhicb  no  man  of  learning  ou^t  to  08^  towards  another. 
The  suspicion,  which  our  authof  would  eicite  in  regard 
10  the  accuracy  of  Dr.  Semler's  quotations,  is  not  only 
uncandid,  but  ungrounded^  and  he  has  thereby  with- 
held from  his  readers  much  valuable  infordoation,  which 
he  might  have  derived  from  the  excellent  work  to  which 
he  alludes;  but  as  the  translator,  taught  by  experi'^ 
ence,  places  as  much  confidence  in  the  quotations  of 
Semler  as  in  those  of  Michaelis,  he  will  take  the  liberty 
to  introduce  occasional  remarks  from  a  treatise,  of  which 
it  is  sufficient  to  say,  that  it  is  quoted  by  Griesbach  and 
Woide.  Its  German  title  is,  Hermeneutische  Vorbe* 
reitung,  printed  at  Halle  in  1760—1769,  4vok.  i2mo. 
the  two  last  volumes  of  which  contain  the  best  critical 
description  of  all  the  known  manuscripts  of  all  the  Greek 
Testament,  which  has  hitherto  been  given. 

N.  B.  In  the  follomng  catalogue  of  manuscripts,  our 
author  does  not  particularly  distinguish  those  which  are 
written  in  capital,  or,  as  they  are  commonly  called,  un« 
cial  letters,  from  those  which  are  written  in  small  cha- 
racters. But  they  are  distinguished  by  Wetstein's  nota- 
tion of  them,  which  our  author  always  mentions,  and 
in  which  the  former  are  denoted  by  letters,  the  latter  by 
cyphers* 


CODEX    ALEXANDRINUS. 

■ 
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3.  To  place  this  dispute  in  a  clear  point  of  view,  and 
determine  which  of  the  two  eminent  critics,  Wetstein  or 
Woide,  was  mistaken,  it  is  necessary  to  examine  the 
original  documents,  on  which  the  whole  of  the  contio- 
versy  depends.  These  documents  are  three  in  number, 

a)  The  Arabic  subscription,  written  by  a  proprietor 
of  this  manuscript  before  it  came  into  the  hands  of  Cy- 
rillus  Lucaris,  and  of  which  the  following  is  a  translation, 
Memcrant  hunc  librum  scriptum  esse  calamo  Thecls 
piartyris. 

4)The 
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'  &)  The  sobacriptioQ  writteQ  by  Cj^iiUus  himself,  v]g» 
Liber  iste  scriptures  sacrse  Novi  et  Veteris  Testamentiy 
prout  ex  tmditione  habecous,  est  scriptus  maau  Tliecla 
Qobilis  foemins  iEgyptiae,  ante  niille  et  trecentos  anno$ 
circiter,  paulo  post  conciliuai  Nicsenum.  Nomen  The- 
els  in  fine  libri  erat  exaratum^  sed  extincto  ChrisCia- 
nisino  in  ^^plx>  a  MofaamnaedaQis,  et  libri  una  Cbris-* 
tianonjm  in  similem  sunt  redacti  conditionem.  Extinc- 
turn  ergo  et  TheclsB  nomen  et  laceratuoii  sed  mempria 
et  traditio  recens  observat 

Cyrillus,  Patriarcha  Constantin* 
•  c)  The  testimony  of  Mattliasus  Muttis,  a  contempo- 
rary, friend,  and  deacon  of  Cyrillus,  and  who  afterwards 
instructed  in  l^e  Greek  language  John  Rudolph  Wet- 
stein,  uncle  of  the  celebrated  editor  of  the  Greek  Testa- 
ment His  testimony  is  conveyed  in  a  letter  written  to 
Martin  Bogdan,  a  physician  in  Bern>  and  dated  Jan, 
14,  1664.  *  Praeceptorem  in  Graacis  hie  habui  Mat- 
thaeum  Muttis  ex  Cypro,  ejusdem  Patriarcliae  diacouum, 
qui  retulit  codicem  ilium  inventum  in  monte  Atbo,-  in 
ei^yus  ambitu  sunt  mona^eria  xxii.  totidem  castella 
Hionachorum,  nanquam  a  Turcis  expugnata,  sed  tributo 
penso  hactenus  conservata.  ^  Vid.  Wetstenii  Prolegom* 
p«  10. 

Now  this  last  document  alone  can  decide  on  the  ques^* 
taon  relative  to  the  place,  where  this  manuscript  was  dis- 
covered ;  for  CyrilUis  himself  is  totally  silent  on  that  $ub- 
jBtt,  and  the  Arabuv  subscription  can  have  no  reference 
to  it«  But  Woide,  in  his  twelfth  paragraph,  eodeavoars 
to  weaken  the  evidence  of  Mattbgeu^  Muttis,  and  to 
render  the  testimony  of  the  elder  Wetstein  suspicious, 
though  overy  impartial  reader  must  be  eonvinced,  after 
perusing  tb^* three  documeatSt  that  the  last  is  the  only 
one  which  is  entitled  to  any  credit ;  for  it  is  the  direct  and 
positive  testimony  of  men  of  obaraoter,  whose  honesty 
we  have  no  reason  to  doubt,  whereas  the  two  first  docut 
jneots  are  nothing  moce  than  fabulous  tradition.  That 
^oides  objections  .are  really  ungrounded,  is  /clearly 
pointed    out  by  Spohn>  in  hb  edition  of  the  Notiti^^ 

s  8  4  codicis ' 
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codicis  Alexandrini,  p.  10 — 1 3. ;  but  admitting  them 
to  be  real,  what  inference  shall  we  deduce  ?  That  the 
Codex  Alexandrinus  was  found  by  Cyrillus  in  Alex- 
andria ?  By  no  means.  It  is  well  known  that  Cyrillug, 
before  he  w^nt  to  Alexandria,  spent  some  time  on  mount 
Athos,  the  Greek  repository  and  manufactory  of  manu- 
scripts of  the  New  Testament,  whence  a  great  number 
has  been  brought  into  the  M^st  of  Europe,  and  a  still 
greater  number  has  been  sent  to  Moscow :  it  is  therefore 
at  least  possible,  if  not  probable,  independently  of  the 
evidence  of  Muttis,  that  Cyrillus  procured  it  there  either 
by  purchase  or  by  present,  took  it  with  him  to  Alex* 
andria,  and  brought  it  thence  on  his  return  to  Constan- 
tinople. This  possibility  alone  is  sufficient  to  destroy 
the  inference,  that  Cyrillus  discovered  it  in  Alexandria, 
drawn  from  the  supposed  invalidity  of  the  testimony  of 
Muttis.  In  short,  if  we  reject  this  testimony,  for  which 
however  there  is  no  ground,  we  are  left  wholly  in  the 
dark ;  and  the  inquiry  relative  to  the  place^  where  this 
manuscript  was  discovered  by  Cyrillus,  must  be  aban<- 
doned  to  conjecture.  It  must  at  the  same  time  be  ac« 
knowledged,  that  the  Arabic  subscription  in  the  Codex 
Alexandrinus  clearly  proves,  that  it  bad  been  in  Egypt 
at  some  period  or  other,  before  it  fell  into  the  haod9  of 
Cyrillus. 

, « 4.  See  Spohn's  objections,  p.  32.  of  his  edition  of  the 
Notitia  codicis  Alexandrini.  Compare  also  Woide,  §  33. 
with  Montfaucon  Palseographia  Graeca,  p.  113.  Moot^ 
£iucdn  says,  In  omnibus  variarum  regionum,  provind* 
arum,  et  locorum,  codicibus  eandem  characteris  formam 
ndvertimus,  exceptis  jEgyptiacis  ad  Coptorum  ritum 
scriptis,  qui  insolenti  modo  exarati  sunt.  Now  as  this 
difference  is  not  observable  in  the  Codex  Alexandrinus, 
we  might  conclude  that  it  was  not  written  in  Egypt. 
But  Montfaucon,  who  takes  for  granted  that  it  really 
was,  solves  the  difficulty  by  supposing,  that  the  manur 
script  was  written  before  that  peculiar  mode  of  writioff 
was  in  use  in  Egypt,  of  which  he  gives  a  specioaen, 

P-  259 

5.  This 
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5.  This  Codex  received  the  name  of  Alexandrintis, 
Wcause^^Cyritlus  brought  it  immediately,  though  per-* 
baps  not  originaliy,  from  Alexandria :  but  if  we  argpe 
from  tlie  name,  to  the  place  where  it  was  written,  we 
shall  conclude  that  every  Codex  Bodleiauus,  and  Codex 
Vaticanus,  was  written  in^the  Bodleian  and  the  Vatican. 
We  may  conclude  however  on  other  grounds,  that  it 
was  really  written  in  Egypt.  1.  The  Arabic  subscription 
shews  that  it  once  belonged  to  an  Egyptian,  or  that 
dui  ing  some  time  it  was  preserved  in  Egypt,  where  Ara* 
bic  has  been  spoken  since  the  seventh  century.  2.  We 
know  that  a  great  number  of  manuscripts  of  the  €rreek 
Bible  have  been  written  in  Egypt  3.  Woide,  in  his 
33'  section,  has  shewn  a  remarkable  coincidence  in  cer^ 
tain  points  of  orthography  between  the  Cod.  Alex,  and 
the  writings  of  the  €opts.  From  all  which  circumstances 
it  is  reasonable  to  suppose,  that  the  Codex  Alexandrioua 
was  written  in  Egypt  See  also  the  arguments  produced 
by  Wetstein  in  his  Prolegomena,  p.  10.  But  that  which 
he  derives  from  the  similarity  between  the  readings  of 
the  Codex  Alexandrinus,  and  those  of  the  Coptic  ver* 
sion,  the  margin  of  the  Philoxenian  version,  &c.  is  no 
absolute  proof,  because  this  similarity  might  still  be 
found,  even  if  the  Codex  Alexandrinus  bad  been  copied 
at  Constantinople  from  a  manuscript  written  in  Egypt 
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6.  Our  author  here  relates  as  a  matter  of  fact,  that 
a  Greek  subscription  of  this  import  actually  existed  in  the 
Codex  Alexandrinus,  though  at  present  no  traces  of  it 
arevbible.  But  for  this  assertion  we  have  np  other 
authority,  than  a  tradition  recorded  by  Cyrillus  in  the 
Latin  subscription  which  he  wrote  to  this  manuscript/ 
See  Note  3.  b.  It  is  however  not  impossible  that 
a  Greek  subscription  originally  existed  in  this  manu- 
script, as  it  was  the  usual  practice  of  transcribers  to  sub- 
join to  each  copy,  which  they  had  taken,  their  name,  the 
date,  and  the  place  where  it  was  written  :  but  it  b  surely 
more  reasonable  to  ascribe  its  loss  to  accident,  than,  as 

Cvrillus 
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CyriUufl  did,  to  design.  If  any  man,  on  purcbasii^  a  book 
without  a  title-page,  should  ascribe  its  loss  to  the  matioe 
or  envy  of  some  enemy  to  the  contents  of  the  book  itself 
be  would  be  justly  exposed  to  ridicule ;  but  when  a  sub- 
ject is  covered  by  the  veil  of  antiquity,  mysterious  con- 
jectures are  too  easily  admitted,  and  the  honest  but  weak 
Cyrillus,  whose  brethren  groaned  under  the  yoke  of  Mo^ 
haoamed,  was  as  ready  to  ascribe  every  trivial  misfortune 
to  the  Jiarbarity  of  tbe  Saracens,  as  the  Spmiards  of  tbo 
ftiiddle  ages  to  the  cruelty  of  the  Moons. 

7.  Woule  replies,  ^  43-  that  a  distinction  must  be 
made  between  Thecia  martyr,  and  Theda  protomartyr. 

8.  Our  author  is  here  not  perfectly  accurate.  Woid« 
says,  §  2'8.  Alia  atramenti  specie  scnptum  est  ioitium  et 
fims  codicis,  alia  medium  ejus.  Priori  atcameoto  rdi« 
qui»  Matthaei,  Marcus  et  index  Periochanim  Luce,  et 
deinde  secunda  epistola  ad  Corbthios»  a  medio  verauff 
ootavi  capitis  decimi»  nee  non  reliquts  epistolas  Pauli^ 
epistola  ad  Hebraeos  et  revelatio  Jobannis  exarat«  sunt : 
posteriori  Lucas,  Johannes^  Acta  Apoatolorum^  e()i6* 
tolee  cathoKcas  omnes,  epistda  ad  Romanoa,  prima  a4 
Corintliios,  et  seeuoda  ad  medium  versus  octavi  capi« 
tis  dedmi  The  pbce  therefore,  wl^ere  the  one  ceases, 
and  the  otl\er  commences^  is  not  in  the  ooddJe. 

To  the  extoaots  given  bv  our  author  from  Woide» 
§  28.  may  be  added.  In  initio  et  fine  libri  membrana 
plerumque  est  ti^nuior,  quam  perrodit  atramentuio  acrius 
fuacum^  spissum^  et  deciduum :  in  medio  libri  atramen- 
tum  est  tenue  et  flavum,  et  Chaita  pergamena  .est  com* 
pactior  et  prsestantior.  Ejusdem  tamen  aevi  est  utrum- 
que  atramentum  quia  folium  reperitur,  cujus  altera  pa- 
pna  fuscido,  filt^ra  flavo  atramento  scripta  esse  videtur* 
^ut  he  has  taken  no  notice  of  a  question,  which  justly 
meQts  the  attention  of  a  critic,  whether  the  soodness  of 
the  text  itself  is  affected  by  the  difference  of  the  hand- 
writing,  whether  this  difference  is  accompanied  by  a  di- 
yerstty  in  fhe  orthqgraphy,  in  the  accuracy  of  the  tran* 
script,  and  above  all,  whether  it  betrays  a  diversity  of 
maauscripts,  from  which  the  Cod.  Alex,  was  copied. 

9- Yet 
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>    9.  Yet  the  Codex  Ale^c.  abbreviates,  ^tuf^fuwo^,  Mi9, 

5ioc,  tnm,  »rf«j|A,  xu^io^,  i^nrnff  cramp,  8^v«(,  tnptv|bMsiy 
rawpof,  rwrnf,  vtof^  Xf*^*^*  ^^  '^^^^  *'^  Other  marks  oif 
abbreviation.  See  Woide's  Preface,  ^  34.  But  Dn 
Semler,  in  his  Hermeneutische  Vorbereitung,  Vol.  III. 
p.  62.  supposes  that  the  more  aucient  manuscript,  fh>m 
which  the  Cod.  Alex,  was  copied,  bad  a  much  greater 
miniber;  from  a  false  method  of  decyph^ring  which 
marks,  he  explains  many  errors  committed  by  the  copyist 
of  the  latter.  See  his  Note  33.  to  Wetstein's  Prole- 
gomena. 

1  o.  In  the  third  section  of  bis  preiifice.  At  tibe  end 
of  this  section  he  takes  notice  of  the  corrections  which 
have  t)een  made  in  tUs  manuscript,  and  observes  tbiat 
Wetstein  has  not  been  sufficiently  accurate  in  his  manner 
of  noting  them.  This  subject  he  has  examined  more  at 
large  in  a  German  essay,  printed  in  the  third  volume  of 
the  Kielische  Beytr'age. 
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11.  After  a  great  display  of  learning,  in  which  Woidc 
examioes  the  evidence  £ar  the  antiquity  of  the  Cod.  Alex, 
he  concludes,  at  the  end  of  sect  4.  Codicem  ^exaadriatim 
intra  medimn  et  fioem  ^sculi  quarti  scriptam  etee.  This 
is  the  very  greatest  antiquity,  that  can  possibly  be  allowed 
td  the  Codoc  Alexandrious,  for  it  has  not  oniy  the  ti«Aoi 
or  wifoKmia  majora,  but  ^  x^^xaut  miooen,  or  Aid- 
mooiao  sections,  accompanied  with  the  referenced  to  the 
CttDons  of  Eusebins:  but  our  author  <does  not  behave  it 
to  be  80  ancient  by  at  least  two  centuries.  Those  who 
woidd  examkie  the  objections,  that  may  be  made  to 
Woide's  argumeaks  in  particular,  may  o«Ni8uk  Spohh^ 
remarks  on  Woide^  fourth  section,  p.  42 — tog.  of  his 
ecttboD  ^fbe  Notitia  eodicis  Alexsndriiri.  MontfaacM^ 
in  his  PelfidogRBphia  Greca,  lib.  ill.  ^cap.  m.  ascribe! 
to  the  Codes  Aiexandrinos  about  the  eame  age,  as  to 
the  two  maausci^  of  Dioscorides,  the  one  preserved 
at  VieBna,  the  otiier  at  Naples.  Lambecius,  in  his 
descriptioD  of  the  Codex  DioKoridisfweserved  st  Vieanaj 

in 
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qi  his  Coomientarii  cle  augustissima  bibl.  Caes.  Via* 
dobonensiy  Lib.  IL  cap.  vi.  has  made  it  appear  that 
this  fnaauscript  was  written  by  order  of  the  Empress 
Juliana  Anicia,  at  the  beginning  o/  the  sixth  century. 
Now  as  this  manuscript  of  Dioscorides  is  the  only  Greek 
inanuscript  written  in  uncial  letters, .  of  which  the  date 
can  be  determined  with  any  precision,  (Montfaucon 
Palaeog.  Griec.  Lib.  IIL  c  ii.  p,  195.)  and  the  charac* 
4ers  of  this  manuscript,  when  compared  with  the  oldest 
inscriptions,  appear  to  be  as  ancient  as  those  of  any 
manuscript  now  extant,  Montfaucon,  p.  1 85.  is  of  opr* 
nion  that  neither  the  Codex  Alexandrinus,  nor  any  other 
Greek  manuscript,  can  be  said  with  much  probability 
to  be  prior,  any  length  of  time,  to  the  sixth  century. 
He  allows  the  possibility,  but  says  that  he  had  never 
.  been  able  to  discover  any  certain  marks  in  a  Greek  MS. 
whiqh  could  warrant  him  to  assert,  that  it  actually  was 
older  than  the  sixth  century.  The  age  of  manuscript^ 
written  since  the  ninth  century  may  be  ascertained,  be- 
cause they  have  very  frequently  a  subscription  expressive 
of  the  year  iq  which  they  were  written.  See  Montfaucon 
Palaeographia  Grseca,  p.  42-;^9i.  But  as  no  date  ii 
found  in  manuscripts  prior  to  that  period;  we  must 
judge  frdfad  the  form  of  the  letters,  and  a  comparison  of 
them  with  inscriptions  of  which  we  know  the  date.  In 
this  mamier  Mont&ucon,  in  his  Palsographia  Gneca^ 
lib.  IIL  ascertains  tiie  date  of  Greek  manuscripts,  writ- 
ten' between  the  fifth  and  the  ninth  century.  It  must  be 
observed  however,  that  the  form  of  the  letters  is  not 
the  only  criterion  for  determining  the  age  of  those  ancient 
manuscripts,  as  appears  from  our  author's  account  of  the 
Cod.  Alexandrinus,  and  Cod.  Vaticanus. 

It  may  be  here  observed,  that  the  question  relative  to 
the  antiquity  of  a  manuscript,  b  of  much  less  importance, 
than  thiit  which  relates  to  the  antiquity  of  its  text  The 
distinctioQ  between  these  two  questions,  to  whidi  the 
early  critics  have  paid  too  little  attention,  has  been  best 
displayed  by  Dr.  Seuiler.  If  a  manuscript  for  instance^ 
written  in  the  tenth  century,  has  leadioga^  which  coin* 
4  cide 
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dde  with  Hie  quotations  of  Origen,  in  such  aoianoer  as 
io  justify  the  opinioo,  that  it  was  copied,  from  a  manu* 
script  of  the  Alexandrine  edition,  and  of  the  third  cep'- 
tury»  it  will  follow  that  the  vellum  and  the  ink  are  onlj 
£db  years  old,  the  text  1500.  Besides,  the  latter  ques*^ 
tion  is  not  only  more  important,  but  may  be  ascertained 
with  greater  certainty,  because  we  have  a  standard,  or 
criterion,  by  which  we  may  judge,  whereas  we  are  sel-^ 
dom  in  possession  of  sufficient  data,  to  determine  with 
accuracy  the  former  question. 

.  1 2.  Hete  our  author  is  mistaken,  for  Woide,  in  the 
fifth  paragraph  of  his  preface,  quotes  a  very  long  passage 
from  the  third  edition  of  Micbaelis's  Introduction,  which 
in  the  German  original  is  Vol.  L  p.  466. 

1 3*  Compare  Woide's  fifth  section  de  pra^tantia  co» 
dicis,  with  Spohns  very  solid  objections,  p.  1 83-^25 7r 
of  his  edition  of  the  Notitia  codicis  Alexandrmi. 
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14.  On  this  subject  Woide  has  eminently  displayed 
hb  critical  abilities,  and  in  his  sixth  section,  de  latiniza- 
tione  cocTicis,  has  most  ably  defended  the  ancient  Qreek 
manuscripts  in  general,  and  the  Codex  Alexandrinus  iq 
particular,  from  the  chargjB  of  having  been  corrupted 
from  the  Latin.  See  also  what  Griesbach  has  said  on 
this  subject  in  his  Symbolas,  p.  cxi. 

1 5*  This  is  one  of  the  manuscripts  collate^  by  M^t- 
th'ai,  who  has  noted  it  by  the  letter  1,  in  bis  edition  of 
the  Greek  Testament,    dee  his  note  to  Acts  iv.  35. 

1 6.  Also  in  the  Ethiopic  version.  See  Griesbach  ia 
loco. 

■    ■      ' 
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17^  See  Wetstein  in  loco,  for  Griesbach  has  not 
quoted  the  Coptic  version  for  this  reading,  either  in  hU 
Greek  Testament,  or  in  his  Symbote; 

1 8.  And  of  the  Ethiopic.     See  Griesbach  in  loco.     ' 

19.  The  Ethiopic  version  has  likewise  a  reading  ex- 
pressive of  Jl{ioC«X»C.  > 

'  20-  The 
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20^  The  readings  of  the  Codex  AlexaDdrbus  coincide 
very  frequently,  not  only  with  the  Coptic,  uid  the  old 
Syriac,  but  mtitk  the  new  Syriac  and  the  Kthiopic^  as 
may  be  seen  on  examining  Wetatein  and  Griesbacb,  in 
examples  where  thk  manuscript  is  quoted,  a  circiftn- 
stance  which  &vours  the  hypothesis,  that  the  Codex 
Alexandrinus  was  written  in  Egypt,  because  the  new 
Syriac  version  having  been  collated  with  Egyptian  roa*» 
noBcripts  of  the  Greek  Testament,  and  the  Ethiopic  ver<« 
sion  being  immediately  taken  from  them,  have 
rily  the  ridings  of  the  Alexandrine  edition. 

2]«  See  Griesbach's  Symbolas  critkae,  p.  ix. 

VAGE  192. 

an.  It  is  thus  written  in  the  Cod.  Alex,  and  not  .. 
T««oJb<rM^,  as  appears  from  Woide  s  edition.  Though 
no  other  Gredc  manuscript  has  this  reading,  it  is  ex-- 
pressed  in  the  Ethiopic  version,  which  again  corroborates 
the  observation  made  Note  20. 

PAOE  194* 

23.  The  German  title  of  this  work  is,  Radileffi  Ge« 
schichte  jetzt  lebender  Gelehrten.  It  was  published  at 
Zellein  1740—1747,  in  12  vols.  8vo. 
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24.  See  Wetstein's  Prolegomena,  p.  1 2.  and  Semler's 
Note  30,  to  his  edition  of  the  Prolegomena,  p.  37. 

•  25.  Dr.  Semler  has  likewise  treated  of  this  manuscript 
in  his  Hermeneutbche  Vorbereitun^  Vol.  III.  p.  6i^- 
82. 

PAO£  196. 

fi6.  But  it  does  not  appear  that  Cyritlus  ever  denied 
that  he  found  it  on  mount  Athos,  and  our  author  i^ 
totally  mistaken  in  saying  that  Cyrillic  described  it  af 
having  been  fimmd  in  Egypt  He  describes  it  as  having 
been  written  in  Egypt ;  but  of  the  place,  where  he  first 
discovered  it,  he  says  not  a  single  syllat4e«   ^Se«  Note  % 

where 
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where  the  subscription  of  Cyrillus  is  given  at  full  length. 
But  our  author  is  not  the  only  critic,  who  has  quoted  the 
Patriarch  of  Constantinople,  for  an  evidence  which  he  has 
never  given,  or  at  least  has  never  committed  to  writing. 
That  Cyrillus  pr^ented  this  manuscript  to  Sir  Thomas 
Hoe  on  his  return  from  Alexandria,  without  mentioning 
that  he  first  discovered  it  on  mount  Athos,  is  no  argu^ 
ment  against  the  reality  of  the  fact :  for  every  donor,  be- 
ing inclined  to  enhance  the  value  of  his  present,  will  of 
course  conceal  those  circumstances,  which  may  tend  to 
diminish  its  value :  whereas  Muttis,  who  had  no  such 
interest  to  promote,  candidly  confessed  what  Cyrillus 
had  not  indeed  denied,  but  only  passed  over  in  silence. 

27.  The  possibility  that  Greek  manuscripts  in  Alex- 
andria were  altered  from  the  Ladn  no  one  can  deny. 
Even  so  early  as  the  time  of  Origen  single  alterations 
tnight  have  taken  place,  for  the  learned  father  in  a  pas- 
sage quoted  by  Wetstein  in  bis  note  td  Matth.  viii.  28. 
complains  of  erroneous  readings  fv  roi<  BXAnyixoic  avliypae 
^K,  whi6h  clearly  implies  the  use  of  manuscripts  written 
in  some  other  Unguage  than  the  Greek:  and  as  he 
spent  some  time  in  Rome,  it  is  not  impossible  that  he 
made  use  of  the  established  version  of  a  churchy  Which 
at  all  times  maintained  the  highest  authority. 

PAGE  198. 

28.  See  Woide's  I'reface,  §  38.  He  adds,  alia  quse- 
dam  praeterea  desunt^  quae  a  solo  Waltono  interdum  an^ 
notata  fuisse  video. 
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ug.  The  ibllowing  account  is  nothing  more  than  a 
translation  of  our  author  s  German  translation  of  the 
Latin  subscription  written  by  Cyrillus.  See  therefore  the 
original,  quoted  Note  3.  With  respect  to  the  examples 
produced  by  our  author,  in  the  preceding  paragraph, 
from  Grabes  Prelegomena,  to  prove  the  ignorance  of 
the  writer  of  the  Codex  Alexandrinus,  see  n  oide's  an- 
awer,  §  32.  of  his  Prdace« 

)  PAGE 
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30.  See  Note  7. 

31.  The  Arabic  subscription  by  no  means  confuted 
itself,  unless  a  sense  be  ascribed  to  it  which  the  writer 
probably  intended  not  to  express.  He  says  nothing 
more  than,  *  that  this  manuscript  is  said  to  have  beea 
written  by  one  Thecla  a  martyress/  Now,  as  various 
persons  of  this  name  might  have  suffered  martyrdom,  it 
IS  surely  unreasonable  to  suppose,  that  the  wnter  of  the 
Arabic  subscription  intended  to  express  the  contemporary 
of  St  Paul  in  particular.  Our  author's  opinion  that  Cy» 
rillus  appealed  not  to  the  Arabic  subscription,  but  to  a 
tradition  unconnected  with  that  which  is  there  recorded, 
seems  to  be  without  foundation,  and  the  true  state  of 
the  case  appears  to  be  the  following.  Some  centuries 
after  the  Codex  Alexandrinus  had  been  written,  and  the 
Greek  subscription  and  perhaps  those  other  parts  where 
it  is  now  defective  already  lost,  it  fell  into  the  bands  of 
a  Christian  inhabitant  of  Egypt,  who  not  finding  the 
usual  Greek  subscription  of  the  copyist,  added  in  his  na- 
tive language  (Arabic  having  been  spoken  in  Egypt 
since  the  close  of  the  seventh  century)  the  tradition^ 
either  true  or  false,  which  had  been  preserved  in  the 
family  or  families,  to  which  the  manuscript  had  belonged : 
*  memorant  hunc  codicem  scriptum  esse  calamo  Thecte 
martyris.'  In  the  seventeenth  century,  when  oral  tradi- 
tion respecting  this  manuscript  had  probably  ceased,  it 
becomes  the  property  of  Cyrillus  Lucaris,  whether  in 
Alexandria,  or  on  mount  Atbos,  is  of  no  importance  to 
the  present  inquiry.  On  examining  the  manuscript,  he 
finds  that  the  Greek  subscription  is  lost,  but  that  there 
is  a  tradition  recorded  in  Arabic  by  a  former  proprietor, 
in  which  is  simply  related  that  it  was  written  by  one 
Thecla  a  martyress,  which  is  undoubtedly  what  he  means 
by  '  niemoria  et  traditio  recens.'  Taking  therefore  upoa 
trust  that  one  Thecla  a  martyress  was  really  the-copyist, 
he  consults  the  annals  of  the  church  to  discover  in  what 
age  and  comitry  a  person  of  this  name  and  character 

existed^ 
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existed,  findsthat  an  Egyptian  lady  of  tatik,.  Wha  was- 
called  Tbecla,  suffered  martyrdom,  between  the  time  of 
holding  the  council  of  Nicasaand  die  close  of  the  fourtli^ 
century,  and  concludes,  without  further  ceremony,  that 
she  was  the  very  identical  copyist.  ^Not  satisfiM  with' 
this  discovery,  be.  attempts  to  account  for  the  loss  of  the-' 
Greek  subscription,  and  ascribes  it  to  the  malice  of  the; 
Saracens,  being  weak  enough  to  believe  that  the  enemies 
of  Christianity  would  exert  their  vengeance  on  th^  name 
of  a  poor  transcriber,  and  leave  the  four  folio  volumes, 
themselves  unhurt  I  acknowledge  that  what  has  been 
here  advanced  is  miere  hypothesis^  but  as  we  are  wholly 
destitute  of  historical  evidence,  it  is  our  only  refuge,  snd 
it  is  most  reasonable  to  adopt  that,  which  solves  the  dif- 
ficulties in  the  easitet  and  simplest  manner. 

l^AGEiZOl. 

32.  The  Acoemets  were  {^090^^9$  axoi/tAnroi.  With  re-' 
spect  to  the  opinion  that' the  Cod.  Alex,  was  written'  by  a 
monk  of  this  order,  see  Semler'i  Note  25  to  Wetstein*s 
Prolegomena.  If  it  was  written  by  a  monk"  of  this'order, 
Wetstein  says  (Prol.  p.  \o.)  that  it  is  an  argument  in  fa- 
vour of  its  being  written  rather  at  Constantinople,  than 
at  Alexandria. 

35.  Histoire  des  prdres  mohastiques,  religieux,  et  mili-^ 
taires^  par  le  P.  Helyot   Paris  1 720.  8  tom.  4to.  ] 

PAGE  202. 
34*  See  Wetstein's  Prolegomena,  p.  1 1 .  or  p.  34.  of 
Semler  s  edition  with  his  Note  27. 
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35.  Dr.  Semler,  in  his  notes  to  Wetdtein's  Prolegp- 
mena,  is  totally  silent  as  to  the  argument  which  Wetstein 
derives  from  ^yopoutf.  In  his  Hermeneutische  Vorhere- 
itun^  Vol.  III.  p.  62.  he  refers  the  Cod.  Alex,  to  the. 
seventh  century.  Wetstein  makes  it  not  only  more  an- 
cient than  the  sevepth  century,  bgt  supposes  (Proleg. 
p.  11.)  that  it  was  one  of  the  manuscripts  collated  at 
Vol.  H.  T  T  Alexandria 
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Alexandria  lb  61 5  for  tiat  Netr  Syriac  venioni  ut  c^atAm 
#faioh  baft  been  re&itcd  by  Dr«  Ricttey  in  bis  treatise  De 
irersionibos  Syriacisv  sect  15«  Adler  lifcewise^  on  col- 
likting  the  marginal  readings  of  tib^  Pbiloxdnian  TerSioif 
in  tii^  lour  Gospete,  focmd  ooly  two;  whicb  wett  peculwr 
to  tbe  Codex  Alexandrinus.  See  his  Versiooes  Syriaetf, 
^  131. 

36.  The  example  which  now  follows,  in  tbe  account 
iaken  from  the  third  edition,  is  applied  10  a  totally  dif* 
ferent  manner  in  tbe  new  description  which  our  author 
has  given  in  lus  fourth  edition :  he  would  have  avoided 
therefore  not  only  repetitions  but  contradictions,  if  instead 
of  printing  the  two  descriptions  separately,  he  bad  oora-^ 
bined  his  remarks  in  one  single  uniform  relation.  But 
this  liberty  would  have  been  unwarranted  in  a  translation. 
See  Note  14. 

37.  An  inference  of  this  kind  would  be  very  uncertain, 
for  though  we  may  conclude  from  the  antiquity  of  the 
three  volumes  containing  the  Old  Testament,  to  that  of 
tfie  fourth,  which  contains  the  New,  yet  tbe  formeF  may 
have  a  very  correct  text  of  the  Septua^nt,  the  ktttar  » 
very  incorrect  text  of  the  Greek  Testament.  Nay,  wc^ 
caanot  even  conclude  from  the  text  of  one  page  to  that 
of  another,  in  the  New  Testament  alone,  since  the  sev^^ 
ral  parts  Contain  the  text  of  several  editions.  See  Gries- 
bach's  Symbolae  Critics^  p.  ix. 
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38.  To  prevent  mistakes^  il  is  necessary  to  observe,  that 
the  word  *  part'  is  here  not  equivalent  to  '  volume^'  as 
W^tein's  Greek  Testament  consists  only  of  two  volumes^, 
bat  of  four  partais  the  first  containing  the  Gospels,  the 
M^nd  tiie  epistles  of  St.  Paul,  the  third  tb^  Acts  and  thtf 
catholic  epistles^  and  the  fourth  tbe  book  of  Revelation. 

39.  Here  may  be  ins^ted  the  ^Mowing  MSS.  eolbied 
by  Bif cb. 

CODICES 
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CODI0E5    AMOEXICI 

1^   itBriOtHtCA   AUGUStlk.    tkitlli!.    BOitifi, 

« 

Codex  Angeficuft  i  ^  in  folio^  ndmbranaceus^  folionHpi 
2721  qiMktuct  evftr^lia  eompltctitttr^  ijuitms  tiadoote 
Eusebii  ptaemiUudtur.  Scriptus  ^t  8«cak>  xi«  Judioe 
MontfaoeoDb 

Codex  Angelicus  2,  in  quarto,  membranaceuSy  folio- 
rum  2ig,  sdecoli  xi.  vel  xli.  ^uatuor  eViliigdid.  cohtlMt, 
quibus  tkbultt  HarmoniiB  fiusebiane,  et  n^ttxinn  ii^ 
dioes  pr»iiiifl6»  aunt. 

Birch  Prdkgdmeila^  p^  48* 

CdDEX    ASKEWANtlS. 

40.  This  Ms.  wu  ixntbtid^  At  V>f.  A^kettr'^  sisl«, 
With  iHttnA  otbef  M S8.  bf  the  Oitdc  TetffaiO^bt,  {rf  Wfe 
Trustees  of  the  British  Mus^tlM^  #here  it  is  M  ^tdi^ 
(iredeiired,  tod  tiMrlcfiil  5115  tltadOng  ih^  ttdditioMl  ihinu- 
il«ripCs<  Our  ^iitho^  bj^Ies  of  th^M  Vcll(]th«s,  Uie  fiirsit 
cohttflbitig  ^  Gdsb^ls^  the  tivo  lAst  <lie  Acih  and  th6 
£pbtles,  which  M  A^«W  sdff^M,  di«  ^ttKs  df  the  MiM 
whole.  TIte  thtee  Vbluthei  vWif^  sold  M  Dr.  AskeW'ssfaie, 
tt  thl-eb  4Mn<iH  iMiiuscriptd,-  bul  dll  fhit^  iV«rd  fi(i^l 
ebtaed  fof  th«  British  Mbs^tidi;  Uiie  Trtt^tee^  df  whii^li 
bave  Ubttibhsidei^ed  tbeiA  ^  pHtH  of  on«  ^hole,  fat  M 
volame  which  contains  the  Gosj^Is  id  fioW  markra  ih 
the  British  Museum  among  the  additional  manuscripts, 
N*.  5116,  that  which  Cblftsdos  die  E^ilsties  of  St.  Paul 
51 17,  but  that  ithtch  conttins  iht  Act«  and  thi  ca^lic 
«|dMk8  5115.  Ttity  are  not  bf  th«  (k«taV«  ^zH,  HA  oll^ 
author  says,  but  ybisiH  (}baiU.  It  mtly  tibt  U  hn^tdtiti^ 
to  flfontion  at  jfre&ebt  in  what  imnM^  tb«  bdid#' AittMi- 
fiCf)pl»  of  th«  Orc»k  Tedtawetit,^  ivhibh  IWlbti^  to  I^f . 
Adkew,  wcTO  dis^Md  «f  M  ihii  Mili  bf  I1M  Bo^ki.  BleiHd« 
ihft  tht^  idraady  mihtiontitf,  Which  «««M  Mttd  ii^  fM 
Mtalogye  bf  sale  0dg.  6M.  6^&.  V»o  <HhWi  We^ft  piit*- 

T  T  2  chased 
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chased  for  the  British  Museum,  noted  ia  the  catalogue 
of  sale  631^  623,  both  of  them  mfanuscripts'of  the  Gos- 
pelsy  the  one  in  two  volumes  4to.  which  was  sold  for 
twenty-nine  pounds  eight  shilling, '  the  other  in  one  vo- 
lume large  4to.  which  was  sold  for  twenty-seven  pounds 
six  shillings.  The  latter  was  brought  from  Mount  Athos^ 
and  was  written  in  the  year  11599  by  one  Nephon,  a 
monk.    These  two  MSd.  are  noted  at  present  in  the 

British  Museum  ^..o  f  ^^^  5107.     Another  of  Dr. 

Askew's  manuscriptSy  noted  in  the  catalogue  of  sale  624. 
containing  the  four  Gospels,  in  one  volume  folio,  was 
purchased  for  the  University  Library  in  Cambridge,  and 
cost  twenty  pounds.  The  two  remaining  MSS.  of  the 
Greek  Testainent,  which  were  sold  at  Dr.  Askew's  sale, 
were  purchased  by  Mr.  Lowes,  but  these  have  been  re- 
sold, and  I  know  not  where  they  are  at  present  They 
were  both  manuscripts  of  the  Gospels.  All  Dr.  Askew^s 
manuscripts  of  the  Greek  Testament,  are  written  on 
vellum,  but  none  in  uncial  letters. 

41.  Dr.  Velthusen,  in  answer  to  these  objections  of 
Professor  Kulencamp,  published  in  1777  a  defence  of 
the  antiquity  of  the  Askew  manuscript,  which  is  printed 
b  the  first  volume  of  the  Kielische  Beytiage. 

In  addition  to  those  above-mentioned  Dr.  Askew  pos- 
3essed  an  Evangelistarium,  which  formerly  belonged  to 
Dr.  Mead,  and  was  quoted  by  Wetstein  by  the  title 
Codex  Meadi  2.  It  was  purchased  by  Mademoiselle 
D'Eon.    See  Note  2 11. 

CODEX    AUGIENSIS. 

42.  This  is  the  utmost  that  can  be  allowed  to  the  an- 
tiquity oi  the  Codex  Augiensis,  for  its  Latin  condusion« 
quoted  by  Wetstein,  Vol.  II.  p:  9.  is  taken  from  the 
works  of  Rhabanus  Maurus,  as  Dr.  Semler  has  remark^ 
ed  in  his  Heimeneutische  Vorbereitung,  Vol  IV.  p.  66 ; 
and  that  this  passage  from  Rhabanus  Maurus  was  written 
by  the  same  person  who  wrote  the  manuscript  itself, 
I  have  found  on  examining  the  hand  writing.    The 

Greek 
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Greek  text  is  written  in  capitaUi'  and  the  Latin  in  Anglo* 
saxon  letters :  it  must  therefore  have  been  written  in  the 
West  of  Europe,  where  that  formation  of  the  Latin  let- 
ters, which  is  vulgarly  called  Anglo-saxen,  was  in  general 
use  between  the  seventh  and  twelfth  centuries.  A  criti«» 
cal  examination  of  the  readings  of  this  MS.  is  given  by 
Dr.  Semler^  Vol.  IV.  p.  67 — 80.  of  the  above-mention- 
ed work. 

43.  The  Codex  Augiensis  is  at  present  in  the  library 
of  Trinity  College  in  Cambridge^  where  it  was  deposited 
in  1787,  after  ti^  death  of  the  younger  Bentley,  toge- 
ther with  the  other  manuscripts  of  the  celebrated  Dr. 
Richard  Bentley.  Under  the  names  Georgii  Michaelis 
Wepferiy  and  Ludovici  Cbristiani  Miegii,  which  are 
mentioned  by  Wetstein,  Vol.  IL  p.  8.  Bentley  has 
written  Emptus  est  hie  Codex  Richardo  Bentleio,  A.  D. 
MDCCxviiif  which  corresponds   with  Bentley's  letter, 

Printed  in  Wetstein's  Prolegomena,  p.  153.  Beside  the 
.atin  conclusion  quoted  by  Wetstein,  Vol.  IL  p.  8. 
there  is  written  on  the  front  part  of  the  last  leaf  which  is 
pasted  to  the  binding,  Monasterium  Augice  in  Belgis, 
ubi  jnstitutus  est  Goddeschalcus.  It  is  written  in  uncial 
letters,  and  without  accents:  but  the  letters  are  not 
written  continua  serie,  for  there  are  not  only  intervals 
between  the  words,  but  at  the  end  of  every  word  there 
18  a  dot  The  words  X^irof  and  Ino**;  are  not  abbrevi- 
ated, as  in  the  common  manuscripts,  XC  and  IC,  but 
XPC  and  IR&,  as  in  the  Codex  Cantabrimensis. 

44.  Yet  not  only  the  Au^ensis  and  Claromontanus, 
but  likewise  the  Boemerianus  haa  fyxmsfMy,  2  Cor.  iv.  1 . 
but  written  contrary  to  the  usual  Greek  orthography 
mmMM^w.  See  Matthai's  edition  of  the  Codex  Boeme- 
rianus, foL43. 

CODICES    AUGUSTANI. 
PAGE  211. 

The  Augsbui^  MSS.  are  described  in  Montfaucon 
if.««  .«^_     bibliothecanim,  Tom«  L  p.  592.  and  in  the 

T  T  3  Bibliothecai 


BMiittiecad  AugusUiiMi  Yimkilkw  Gmcoram  Codimtii 
Q^\ogta$.  Aii^isto  VkiddifiDiuai,  1605*  Tbe  tort 
meoticmed  catalogue  I  have  never  s«en»  ^t  I  quote  k 
Dn  the  authority  of  the  I^ydeD  Galajogiie,  p.  l  S4«  Movlt 
fiuicQQ  ascribes  to  a  primted  oalalpgue  ^  Aug^uig  M8S. 
thibjdate  1^95- 

CODEX    BANDURIL 
PAGE   312. 

TIlis  ft^gmf lit  i?  priiite4  in  ]VfQBtfa**«)n>  Palac9g«?t 
ph*  Gr«wi.  p.  ?35f  10  H»««l  letters  res^ppl^Upg  thf 

CODICES    BARBERINI. 
PAGE   213, 

45.  This  is  a  voty  extraordiiiary  aA«ertk»o;  the  readr 
iRg^  of  Marcion  are  quoted  by  evtry  cvitii:,  and  oqr  au* 
tbor  bifnaelf  approves  it,  whereas  no  motiv?  c^qld  justify 
^  critip  in  quoting  from  a  eoUection  of  readii^gp,  iibfre 
t^  QpltectiQii  itself  ^  a  forg^y*  The  cases  ar?  by  m 
means  parallel, 

46.  Our  author  has  bene  printed  an  accpmit  1^  ^ 
teiebrated  Codex  Vatkanua,  vbioh  bad  beep  fQiiii«i|Qir 
eatad  to  bin  l^  Professor  Bieqh,  fi^m  whicl)  it  epps&IP 
tbat  tbis  was  fine  of  the  maouaoripta  eoUato^  by  Qftry- 
ophilus. 

RiiOB   814' 

47.  Pro}eff)fnena,  p.  61.  It  tnay  seein  extraondi- 
nary,  (hat  Wetstein,  as  well  as  our  author  fai  the  f)aoa  to 
which  this  note  refers,  should  say  that  Stepheoa  bas 
quoted,  in  the  margin  of  his  edition,  ten  manuscripts  of 
the  Gospels^  eigbl  ^  tbe  A^^  90d  thQ  l^pjftles,  and  two 
of  the  Revelation,  when  it  is  certain  that  Stephens  had 
only  sixteen,  including  die  Complutensian  edition.  But 
it  must  be  observed  that,  aeeoroing  tq  (his  oalculation, 
the  seme  individiial  inaniiscripk  Aay  be  feckoaed  twioe 

or 


or  thrkft.  For  wtm^  tbe  Codex  #,  f(>r  the  CiMHiltt- 
tnm  e4iijop«  whi^  ioc^jUfdes  tl)e  wtiol«  N.  T.^  is  reckr 
oned  thrice,  first  19  tbe.Goipeisy  seowdlyio  liie  Acts 
and  the  Epistles^  thirdly  in  the  Revelation.  The  Co- 
dex p,  which  inclpdes  the  Gospels  and  the  Acts,  is  in 
the  same  manner  reckoned  twice,  and  so  of  the  rest ;  in 
oonsequence  of  which  division  the  number  in  questioh  is 
made  out 

PAO£  215. 

48.  This  appears  from  a  comjMrison  of  Mill's  extracts 
with  those  of  jBlanchini.  Their  coincidence  shews  that 
both  drew  fron)  the  ^o^e  source,  the  CoUatio  Caryo^ 
phiU. 

ft 
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49.  See  Birch's  Prolegomena  to  his  Greek  Testament 
p.  36 — 45.  But  beside  the  six  Vatican  MSS.  in  which 
Birch  discovered  the  readings  of  the  CoHatio  Caryophili. 
he  has  described,  p.  33 — 36.  ten  manuscripts  of  the  Gos- 
pels, which  are  preserved  in  the  Barberini  library.  Two 
of  these  he  quotes,  John  vii.  53.  for  the  omission  of  the 
Story  of  the  adulteress:  Mill  likewise  quotes,  for  the  samp 
^mission,  two  Codd.  Barb,  from  the  CoUatio  Caryophili. 
Now  as  Caryophilus  used  precisely  ten  manuscripts  of  the 
Gospels,  a  doubt  may  arise  on  this  subject^ '  which  per; 
haps  the  learned  editor  is  able  to  remove.  The  ten  Co- 
dices fiarberiniani  of  the  Gospel?  are  the  following: 

1.  Cod.  Barberinianus  8. 

2.  Cod.  Barberinianus  9. 

3.  Cod.  Barberinianus  io.* 

4.  Cod.  Barberinianus  11. 

5.  Cpcl.  Barberinianus  12. 

6.  Cod.  Barberinianus  13. 
7-  Cod.  Barberinianus  14* 
6.  Cod.  Barberinianus  118. 

9.  Cod.  Biirberinianus  2b8t 

10.  Cod.  Barberinianus  211. 

T  T  4  A  cata- 


'668  HO'TfiS  TO  ChAf.  VlII.   dECT.  XU 

-A  catalogue^  tboutb  an  imperfect  one,  of  the  inanascriptft 
in  the  Barberini  library  is  given  in  Montfaocon  Bibli* 
<Dtheca  bibliothecaruoii  Tom.  I.  p.  1 7 1 . 

-CODICES    BAROCCIANl. 

50.  The  Codd.  Barocciani  are  preserved  in  the  Bod- 
leian. Our  author  describes  only  two  by  this  name,  be- 
cause Wetstein  included  the  others  under  the  Codd. 
Bodleiani.  The  Codices  Barocciani  in  general  aj^  de- 
scribed in  the  Catalog!  Librorum  Manuscriptorum  An- 
gliae  et  Uibernls  in  unum  coUecti.  Oxonise  1 697,  fol. 
p.  1—38.  They  were  brought  from  Venice,  and«  given 
to  the  Bodleian  library  in  1 629,  by  Lord  Pembroke.  The 
origin  of  their  name  is  mentioned  at  the  end  of  the  pre- 
face to  the  above  quoted  work  :  Qui,  quoniam  ex  bib- 
liotheca  clarissimi  Baroccii  prodierunt,  ab  eo  libri  Baroc- 
ciani appellantur. 

CODD.  BASILEENSES. 

PAGE    217. 

A  catalogue,  though  a  very  imperfect  one,  of  the 
manuscripts  belonging  to  the  city  of  Basel,  may  be  seen 
in  Montfaucon  Bibliotheca  bibliothecarum,.  Tom.  I. 
p.  607 — 615.  taken  from  Spizelii  Arcana  bibhotbe- 
carum. 

1?AGE    SlS.' 

51.  A  critical  examination  of  the  readings  of  this 
MS.  is*  given  in  the  Hermeueutische  Vorbei;eiUing, 
Vol.  III.  p.  137— 145 

52.  It  is  true  that  Wetsteiii's  Codex  i,  in  the  book 
of  Revelation  is  likewise  called  Codex  Reuchlini,  ^as  well 
as  his  Codex  1 ,  in  the  three  first  parts  of  his  Greek  Teata- 
ment,  but  they  are  two  totally  distinct  manuscripta.  The 
former  contains  the  book  of.  Revelation  alone,  whereas 
the  latter  has  all  the  books  of  the  Greek  Testament,  ex« 
cept  the  Revelation.    Though  it  is  possible  therefore 

that 
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that  they  were  originally  parts  of  the  same  whole,  yet  in 
regard  to  their  exterior  they  must  be  considered  as  sepa- 
rate manuscnpts,  and  they  are  even  described  as  sUcb  by 
our  author,  the  latter  being  still  preserved  at  Basel,  where- 
to Wetstein  was  unable  to  discover  the  former.  See  his 
Ureek  Testament,  Vol.  I.  p.  42,  and  Vol  II.  p.  742. 
It  may  be  observed,  that  the  MS.  of  the  Revelation 
called  Cod.  Reuchlihi,  was  that  from  which  Erasmus 
printed  his  text  of  that  book :  but  this  MS.  belongs  not 
to  the  present  inquiry.     It  will  be  particularly  described 

by  our  author,  No.  1221« 

• 

PAGE    219. 

53*  Dr.  Semler  is  of  the  same  opinion.    In .  his  Heiv 
jueneutische  Vorbereituog,  Vol.  III.  p.  173— 179.  and - 
.Vol.  IV.  p.  131 — 134.  be  has  ^ven  a  critical  examina- 
tion of  its  reading. 

54*  That  Qrigen  made  alterations  from  the  Latin  is 
^ot  absolutely  impossible.     See  Note  27. 
^  55.  Also  of  the  Ethiopic. 

56.  Also  the  Vercelieosis,  Colbertinus,  and  the  Latin 
Cantabrigiensis.     See.Griesbachin  loco. 

PAGE  220. 

57.  Mark  vi.  15. 

58.  But  in  the  old  Syriac  the  particle  o|  is  omitted. 

59.  But  Origen  quotes  the  passage  without  this  dis- 
junctive particle,  nor  is  it  found  either  in  the  Coptic,  or 
Ethiopic  versions,  which  were  certainly  taken  from  ma- 
nuscripts of  the  Alexandrine  edition. 

60.  Wetstein  adds,  Multa  ctiam  ob  «/bioiorfAfVT» 
omittit. 

6 1 .  Wetstein  has  quoted  them  in  his  Prolegomena, 
p.  44.  under  the  title,  Exempla  ex  margine  bujus  co- 
dicis  petita,  ubi  eum  Erasmus  suSl  manu  perperam  cor- 
rexit 

PAGE   221. 

62.  See  MatthaTs  Note  to  this  passage. 

PAGS 
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63.  It  proves  therefore  that  the  readings  in  the  Col- 
latio  Caryoptiili,  were  not  forged  either  by  Caryophiliis^ 
or  Cossin,  but  it  leaves  the  question  undeterpiioed,  with 
respect  to  tlie  particular  manuscripts,  from  v^hU^  Cwy^ 
opbilus  selected  (hen).    See  Note  49. 

64.  5ee  Birch's  Prolegomena,  p.  40 — ^45. 

65.  Our  author  here  quotes  an  opinion  of  Dr.  Semler^ 
without  referring  to  the  place  where  it  is  given,  I  have 
carefully  examined  what  Semler  has  written  on  this  sub<- 
ject  in  his  Hermeneutische  Vorbereitung,  Vol.  IV.  p. 
141—148.  but  he  there  gives  an  opinion  which  is  dia- 
metrically opposite  to  that  asserted  by  our  author,  for  he 
ooojeotures  not  that  this  manuecript  was  copied  from  the 
Compliottim  iKlition,  but  that  it  was  one  of  tiie  mantt^ 
scripts  which  were  cc^lntad  for  that  publication,  an  lo* 
ference  which  he  deduces  from  the  coincidence,  wfeieh 
he  bad  discovered  between  their  readings.  He  refers  it 
a  century  prior  to  the  publication  of  the  Complutum 
edition,  and  p.  142.  gives  it  a^  his  opinion,  tliat  it  was 
o^ied  from  a  very  ancient  manusoript. 


CODICES   Sti   BASILII. 

PAGE  223. 
A  catalogue  of  the  manuscripts  in  the  library  of  St. 
Basilius  ip  Aome  is  given  by  Montfaucon  in  hb  BibUr 
otheca  bibliothec^rum,  Tom.  I.  p.  194 — 198. 

66.  The  description  which  Blanchmj  ^ves  of  this  MS. 
in  his  Evangcliarium  quadruplex,  P.  I.  p.  519,  is  the 
following:  Prseclarlssimus  vetustusque  Codex  cxix,  in 
quarto^  eadem  pfiri  diligentia  9C  antedictus  cui,  sum- 
moque  pariter  labore  ab  ^nonymo  Palaeograpbo  in  pl^arta 
pergamena^  microcallistis  characti^ribus,  conscriptus  coo- 
tinet  Novum  Testamentum. 

67.  Since  the  publication  of  our  authors  Introduc- 
tion, this  manuscript  has  been  ooUitted  by  Professor  Birch, 
and  its  readings  inserted  W  hk  s4Hipp  of  jtibff  Qr^ek  Tes- 

tament 


tament     He  has  described  it  in  his  Prolegomena,  p.  46, 

47. 

68.  Several  manuscripts  of  the  Greek  Testament  pre^ 

served  in  the  valuable  library  pf  the  monastery  of  St.  Ba- 

silius  in  Bopie  are  described  by  Philippus  Vitali?  in  the 

Evangeliarium    quadruplex,   P.  I.  p.  506 — 529,  ivith 

plates  containing  specimens  of  their  letters.     Of  these 

the  following  have  been  collated  by  Professor  fiirch. 

1.  Codex  S^  Basilii  xxii,  membranaceus,  in  quarto, 
foliprum  15^,  sqscpli  xi,  quatuor  e^angelia  continetj  cuip 
tabulis  harmonise  Eusebian^s. 

2.  Codex  xli,  in  qqarto,  membranc^c^vs,  ^nqo  a 
inundi  creatione  6561,  a  C.  N.  1053  con^criptus,  fo- 
liorum  132,  ab  initio  et  fine  mutilus,  quatuor  evapgdia 
complectitur. 

3.  Codex  cxix,  iq  quarto,  membr^naceu^,  foliorum 
247,  seculi  ut  videtur  xi,  int^nim  N.  T.  complectituf. 
This  is  the  same  which  our  author  describes  N*.  43. 

4.  Codex  clii>  in  quarto,  membranaceus,  saecuii  xii, 
continet  Evangelia  Matthaei,  Marci,  Lucas,  et  primum 
eappt  Johannis }  raliqua  injuria  temporis  exciderunt. 

5.  Codex  clxiii,  in  octavo,  membranaceus,  saaeuii  xi, 
ve)  xii,  qufituor  Evangelia  complectitur. 

Birch  Prolegomena,  p.  46. 
A  naanuseript  of  St.  Paul's  epistles,  wrkt^  in  uncial 
letters,  of  the  most  ancient  form,  and  preserved  in  die 
library  of  St  Basiliusj  is  desei^bed  in  Mofitikucon  Pa}»- 
o^pbia  GrsBoa,  p.  213,  214.  It  is  a  very  ancient  co^ 
dex  rescriptus  3  but  I  kiiow  not  whether  Birch  has  ooi- 
lated  it,  because  the  second  volume  of  his  Greek  Testa- 
ment is  not  yet  published.  Montfaucon  has  likewise  de- 
scribed, p.  233.  of  his  Palaeographia,  an  Evangelistarium 
written  in  uncial  letters,  and  preserved  in  the  libraiy  of 
St.  Basilius,  which  Birch  has  not  collated. 


CODICES 


•i. 
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CODICES    BODLEIANL 
PAGE   323. 

69.  The  manuscripts  preserved  in  the  Bodleian  library 
in  Oxford  are  enumerated  in  the  Catal.  MStorum  Angliae 
et  Hiberaiae,  Tom.  I.  P.  1.  p.  1 — 374.  The  seven  manu* 
scripts  of  the  Greek  Testament,  here  mentioned  by  our 
author,  are  particularly  described  in  Mill's  Prolegomena, 
^  1423 — 1429.  It  must  be  observed  that  the  numbers 
i»  2,  .&c«  which  are  here  affixed  to  them,  are  not  the 
marks  by  which  they  are  noted  in  the  Bodldan,  but  by 
which  Mill  quoted  them.  Those  who  are  acquainted 
with  German  literature  will  find  a  critical  examination  of 
the  readings  of  Codd.  Bodl.  i,  2.  6,  7.  in  Semler*s  Her- 
meneutische  Vorbereitung,  Vol.  III.  p.  257— -264.  of  tiie 
Codd  3, 4,  5,  P-  376r  387— 391- 

PAGE    224. 

70.  This  MS.  was  noted  Cod.  24,  in  the  library  o( 
Marsh,  Archbishop  of  Armagh^  before  it  came  into  the 
Bodleian.  It  is  what  is  called  a  Codex  rescriptus,  but  it 
differs  from  the  Codex  Ephrem,  which  is  likewise  a  Co- 
dex rescriptus,  ia  having  the  text  of  the  Greek  Testa- 
ment written  over  some  other  text,  whereas  in  the  Codex 
J£phrem  the  Greek  Testament  is  the  text  over  which 
tfau3  works  of.  Ephrem  are  written.  See  Griesbach's 
Symbolas,  p.  ccii — ccxxiii.  This  critic  wfts  the  first  who 
collated  it. 


COD.   BOERNERIAMUS. 

PAGE  225. 

7  K  Professor  Matthai  the  editor  of  the  Codex  fioerae- 
nanus,  which  was  published  at  Meissen  in  Saxony  in  1 791 , 
relates  in  his  preface,  p.  15.  that  an  uniformity  in  the 
band-writing  and  a  similarity  in  the  colour  of  the  ink, 

evince 


NOTES  TO   CHAP.   VIII.   SECT.    VI#  673 

etttice  that  botti  the  Greek  and  Latin  texts  proceeded 
from  the  same  transcriben 

72.  Apparatus  criticus»  p.  3 1 9.  ed.  2^*. 

73.  There  is  no  such  word  as  coornatiis,  and,  if  there 
were»  it  does  not  appear  how  a  compound  of  omo  could 
have  been  used  as  a  translation  of  cuju/Mof ^ n/xiirof.  We 
have  here  an  instance  where  the  Latin  appears  to  have 
been  altered  from  the  Greek,  not  the  Greek  from  the 
Latin,  aud  the  origin  of  ffvpfofri^^fAt^^q  may  perhaps  be 
es^plained  in  the  following  manner.  The  reading  of  the 
Alexandrinus  and  of  the  Claromontanus  a  prima  manu 
is  CTNMOP4>IZOMENOC,  which  has  precisely  the  same 
number  of  letters  as  CTN«)PTIZOMENOC.  Now,  if  in 
an  ancient  MS.  which  had  the  former  reading,  that  is  per- 
fectly synonymous  to  the  common  one,  the  letter  M  and 
a  part  of  the  4>  were  faded,  a  transcriber  might  easily 
mistake  the  letter  for  a  T,  in  which  case  he  would  natu- 
rally conclude  that  the  totally  faded  letter  was  a  9. 
Through  this  mistake  of  a  transcriber  o-uv^ o^ri^ojuiiroc  be- 
ing introduced  into  the  Greek,  the  reading  of  the  Vul- 
gate *  configuratas'  was  altered  to  '  cooneratus,'  in  order 
to  make  it  correspond  to  the  Greek  text.  A  similar  ex- 
amination of  other  examples  which  have  been  alleged  to 
prove,  that  the  Greek  has  been  altered  from  the  Latin, 
might  frequently  shew  that  those  very  examples  evince 
that  the  charge  should  be  inverted.  With  respect  to 
this  instance  in  particular,  the  reading  *  cooneratus  morti 
ipsius '  is  absolute  nonsense,  and  could  arise  only  from 
ignorance  and  error, 

74.  This  conclusion  is  totally  ungrounded,  for  a  simi- 
larity between  the  Greek  and  the  Latin  affords  no  more 
reason  to  conclude  that  the  former  has  been  altered  from 
the  lattef,  than  the  latter  from  the  former.  But  a  cir<* 
cumstance,  with  which  our  author  must  have  been  on-^ 
acquainted,  decides  in  iisivour  of  the  Greek.  The. tran- 
scriber has  written  over  apa^x**  ^^^  P^y  I'cfrigerem, 
bat  also  refrigerer ;  a  clear  proof  that  he  designed^  to 
adapt  the  Latin  to  the  Greek,  add  that  he  was  in  doubt 

whether  he  should  ascribe  to  ptp^^v^f^  an  active  or .  a 

passive 
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fidssi ve  sensd.  Now  as  UMi^ittMi  and  mkiI^x^  both  s^aiff 
recreo,  it  is  most  reasooable  to  ascribe  Ae  origin  ^f  Ad 
latter  to  a  transcriber,  i«^ho  copied  not  Word  fdr  ntcrrd, 
but)  having  fixdd  in  his  riiemory  the  sense  of  a  whole 
|)eriody  substituted  by  mistake  a  synonyitious  expttsakxh 
which  occurred  to  bkn  instead  of  the  genuine  readiog« 
The  igriorant  writer  of  the  Codex  BoemeriantB,  whd 
copied  irom  a  manuscript  in  which  be  found  A^m^^xf^^ 
takes  it  in  the  sense  of  rc^rigero^  thou^  he  doubts  Whe- 
ther it  shoold  be  active  or  passive,  and  produces,  ds  in 
the  former  instance,  perfect  nonsense  in  the  Ladn  trans- 
lation. 

75.  But  he  seeims  to  have  had  exactly  enougb  to  enable 
him  to  c6rrupt  the  Latin. 

76.  This  opinion  has  been  very  ably  combated  by  !»• 
^emler,  in  his  Hermeneniische  Vorbereitungy  Vol.  IV* 
p.  66 — S4.  tvhere  be  lias  shewn  that  tbe  fioemerianus  is 
not  a  copy  of*  the  Angiensis. 

77.  Wetstein  has  actually  quoted  the  two  suspidous 
readings  which  our  author  means,  namely,-  ryfuofytyfty, 
]^il.  1.  27.  and  o-ut^e^ri^e/bifvo;,  iii.  lOt  the  former  from 
(be  Boernerianus  aloncj  tbe  latter  both  from  the  Augi* 
ensis  and  Boernerianus.  Now  as  Wetstein  himsdf  col- 
lated the  Augiensis,  we  might  conclude  that  it  contained 
tbe  latter  reading,  but  not  the  former.  I  have  myself 
consulted  the  Augiensis  in  tliese  passages,  and  found  tbelt 

Phil.  i.  27,  the  readmg  is  AHGinC.  TO.  ef  Arr6 AlO. 
TOT  XPT4  which  is  moAnt  for  nfiittrc  rfiMafy^9f  m  x^m, 
Md  PML  iik  10;  Ct>««OPT6IZOM6N0C.  Wetsimi 
ih^t^htt  is  gttiliy  only  of  half  tb*  charge  which  is  laid 
»  hiin  by  &\xf  author. 

yt.  i  have  translated  ttiis  sentM^e  word  for  word,  boi 
wm  wb6Uy  utmUe  to  coiopMhend  its  mttiiriag.  It  seeiscis 
ftf  be  Mr  author's  inttfhtidti  to  eeasore  Wetst^^  but 
Itom  bit  words  atone  it  is  impossible  to  comprehend  in 
#hA«  f(»^t^  WMBtdia  is  her#  itia^curater    Tfaas  learaed 

6  critic 
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tiritie  hw  qtfAed  tlM  Aiai^mh  for  f^i^M  che^n-ntf i^»  from 
bit  o^n^  ddttatiMy  Md  fiiMi  the  Bo^rMriaHiri,  6tt  th6 
fluthdiii^  of  K\iab& ;  but  k  ^Qkr§  ihaC  KiisMf  ifaa  mi^' 
taken,  fet  the  Be^rMriaiia^  ha^  ijtorei^  iiM-iN^f^.  ]^t  the 
Latin  ttiaastation  b  nof  mgtlli  labofMtes,  btit  sidguii' 
labOTMtdd  t  qui^tiehtes :  it  is  th^ffrfere  anbtheff  iti£rf;AM6 
in  Chisi  naatid^cfipt,  nrhefe  the  Oteek  has  been  fiilsr6}y 
wHcten  by  mistftke,  At^  th^  Latin  t6ttvtpt6d  frem  it  by 
design.  The  ign^MranC  Mrvitet  of  the  Cedet  BoerneHattcM 
Ms^ly  AMde^  £KA2rr6lSKQnOTNT££,  its  it  Stood  in  the 
andentMd  probably  vaidable  tiianudcript,  frony  which 
Be  copied,  into  rxAfdK  k^imrr^,  instead  oftx^^f  &%9ir^mfy 
#rit^  over  %9itHrrHj  his  own  transle^ion  labotantes^  addi» 
qaaeremes,  the  translation  6f  d^o^iiyti^,  becausfe  he  found 
it  in  a  Latm  version,  fbrgets  to  alt6f  singnli  to  slngufS^^- 
which  b6  Ofigbt  to  ha^^  done,  in  Ofd^r  to  make  the  tior-^ 
Fdption  of  thd  Latin  (fonsist^nt  with  itsdf,  ttnd  producea 
a  Mitence  wholly  devoid  of  meaning. 

79/ The  ejtianples*  hitherfty  t\U^  aflbhrd  no  afgti- 
ifttetlt  whdek)€^7er  in  fcivoor  of  the  opinion  that  the  Greek 
tMt  of  thef  Codex  Boernerianus  htls  been  altered  from^ 
ihfe  La^,  baft  on  the  eontdary  are  indontestible  proti^ 
tfeM  th^  L^tfn  translation  in  this  inailu£lcript  1k[s  been 
tAk^eA  fd  the  Qteek.  The  imperfections  thefefprer 
wblcb  dre  visibte  iti  this  cOpy  of  St.  Pauls  episKles,  tnit^t 
be  ascribed  fo  the  ignorancii  of  the  transcriber,  not  to 
iiHientional  altemtion ;  and  we  may  ss^fely  subsicribei  to  thb 
opinion  Of  Dr.  Seller,  in  hid  ^dltio^  of  Wetst^i  Lib^llii, 
p.  1 89.  Codies  isti  <[xMmt,  £>,  £,  ^,  O,  stf nt  gr«feo^ 
hitini,  quos  solent  contetK^nere,  sed  fadle  tandetn  pafebie 
amgno  in  honore  a  nobid  hab^ndos  e^se,  qui  servant  aHil$ 
v^tusdoris  reeensionifif  multa  prceclara  monumentiBL 

80.  But  there  is  a  vacant  space  of  six  lines  at  tlie  iMd 
of  th^  14th  chapter.     See  Matthai*s  edition,  fol.  1 8. 

81.  The  Codex  Boernerianus  appears  to  hiive  beett 
writtM  in  an  age  when  the  transition  wftsl  making  from 
the  uncial  to  the  tttatl  cbaractehT.  In  some  resfp^citjf  it 
AMr^  be  MiU  to  be  written  in  eapdtals,  bnt  they  art  UtinAl 

and 
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and  round,  except  at  the  beginding  of  a'seotencep  wfaeiie 
tbey  are  much  larger.  We  find  likewise  several  amaU. 
letters,  «,  a,  (,  &c.  but  if  we  except  the  initials,  they  are. 
all  of  tfte  same  size.  The  words  are  very  distUictly  di- 
vided. In  the  Latm  translation,  the  letters  r,  s,  and  t, 
correspond  to  that  form  which  is  fouqd  b  the  Anglo- 
saxon  alphabet;  a  proof  that  this  manuscript  was  written 
in  the  West  of  £urope,  and  probably  b^ween  the  eighth 
and  twelfth  centuries.  See  the  fac  simile  publish^  by 
Matthai^^  fol.  23.  A  copy  of  the  Codex  Boemerianus  is 
now  preserved  in  the  library  of  Trinity  College,  Cam- 
brid(^,  among  the  books  and  manuscripts  that  were  left 
by  Dr.  Bentley,  who  probably  ^  procured  this  transcript 
for  his  intended  edition  of  the  Greek  Testament  It 
is  true  that  no  mention  is  made  in  any  part  of  this  copy 
that  it  was  taken  from  the  Codex  Boemerianus.  But 
that  it  is  a  modem  transcript  of  an  ancient  manuscript,' 
appears  firom  its  being  written  on  very  fresh  paper,  and 
the  Greek  being  in  uncial  letters,  and  the  Latin  in  An^o- 
saxon  characters.  And  that  this  ancient  manuscript  is 
the  Codex  Boemerianus,  is  evident  from  the  following 
circumstances.  1 .  Both  the  Greek  and  Latin  letters  in 
the  MS.  in  Trinity  College  are  evident  imitatSons  of  the 
Codex  Boemerianus.  2.  The  Latin  and  Greek  texts 
are  interlined  ;  and  the  Codex  Boemerianus  is  the  only 
MS.  of  St.  Paulas  epistles  written  in  that  manner.  3.  I 
have  compared  a  great  number  of  readings,  which  are 
found  in  the  Codex  Boemerianus  alone,  and  have  dis- 
covered them  all  in  the  manuscript  in  question.  To 
mention  only  two  or  three  in  particular.  Rom.  i.  6.  nr 
«y«m  Rom.  i.  15.  n  TtofAif  is  omitted.  Phil.  i.  27.  ft^i^c 
rtf  fuftfyiXiy.  In  the  Latin  the  singular  readings  refir^e- 
rem  t  refrigerer,  Rom.  xv.  32.  and  laborantes  t  qoas* 
rentes,  Phil.  ii.  4.  And  a  vacant  space  of  six  lines  is  left 
at  the  end  of  Rom.  xiv.  precisely  as  in  the  Codex  Boer- 
nerianus.  Besides,  it  is  certain  that  Bentley « had  the 
Codex  Boemerianus  five  years  in  his  hands.  He  bor- 
rowed it  from  Boerner,  who  had  some  difficulty  in  g^tlnag 

It 
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it  again.    See  the  Catalogus  Bibl.  Boern^rianae^  p.  6. 
or  the  Preface  to  Matthai  s  editioo  of  the  Codex  Boer* 
nerianus,  p.  18. 
'  82.  See  Note  79. 

•  PAGE  227, 

83.  The  Codex  Boernerianus  was  published  by  Mat- 
thai  at  Meisseo  in  Saxony,  in  1791.  See  Note  4.  to 
sect  4.  of  this  chapter.  ... 

CODEX   BONONIENSIS. 

'  Here  may  be  inserted  the  Codex  Bononiensis,  of  whicli 
Professor  Birch,  in  his  Prolegomena,  p.  54.  gives  the 
following  description.  Bononi®,  in  bibliotheca  canoni- 
corum  regulariutn  codicem  vidi  signatum  640,  qui  inte- 
grum N.  T.  continet  excepta  Apocalypsi.  Scriptus  est 
saecula  ut  opinor  xi.  in  membranis.  A  catalogue  of  the 
Codd.  Bononieiises  in  general  is  given  in  Montfaucon 
Bibl.  bibliothecarum,  Tom.  I.  p.  43i- 

CODEX    BOREELI. 

84.  By  whom  the  collation  was  made  is  unknown : 
all  that  Wetstein  says  is,  Paulo  post  mortem  Boreeli 
f  A.  C.  1629.)  vir  quidam  doctus  contulit  cum  editis 
Matthaeum,  Marcum,  et  Lucas  capita  priora,  quam  col- 
lationem  mecum  communicavit  A.  1730-  Isaacus  Ver- 
burgius,  Gymnasii  Amstelodamensb  Rector. 


CODICES   BORGIANI. 
PAGE   228. 

85.  Professor  Birch  has  collated  this  fragment,  de«- 
scribed  it  in  his  Prole^^omena,  p.  ^19.  and  communicated 
its  various  readings  in  his  Greek  Testament,  Vol.  I. 
p,  569 — 592.  under  the  title  Borgianns  1.  The  whole 
of  it  is  printed  in  Georgii  fragmentum  Graeco-Copto-^ 

Vol.  II.  '  U  V  Thebaicum, 
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Tbebaicum,  Rom®  1 789,  4(0;  Birch  has  likewise  de« 
scribed,  and  coaimuQicated  t^  readinigs  of  the  twp 
following  Borgian  manuscripts, 

2.  Borgianus  2.  membranaceus,  sasculi  ut  vid^tur  xi, 
quatuor  evangelia  complectitur. 

3.  Borgianus  3,  membranaceus,  sascuir  xii.  pericopas 
evangeliorum  et  epistolarum  Pauii  complectiuir. 

CODEX    BUNKLE. 

86.  Our  author  seems  to  have  mistaken  Wetstein,  in 
saying  that  the  manuscript  was  brought  to  England  in 
1476,  for  Wetstein's  words  express  a  different  meaning, 
Codex  D.  Bunkle,  Londineosis  IV.  £vjBngeliorqm  scrip- 
tus  post  inventionem  artis  typograpbioos  9.  Georgio  Spar- 
tiata,  qui  A^  1476,  a  Sixto  IV.  Papa  in  Anglian  missus 
est,  teste  Aliatio  de  Georgiis*  It  is  evident  that '  fQJssus 
est'  can  have  no  relation  to  the  maousQiipt,  which  might 
have  been  written  by  George  of  Sparta,  even  aftar  his 
embassy  to  England.  When  Mill  collated  this  manu- 
script, it  was  the  property  o^  Mr.  Bunkle  of  Loddon, 
but  Wetstein  has  not  mentioned  where  it  was  deposited, 
when  he  examined  it.  At  present  it  is  preserved  in  the 
University  Library  of  Cambridge,  where  it  is  marked 
LI,  2,  13.  At  least  the  mtouscript  th\is  marked  per- 
fectly corresponds  to  Wetstein  s  description  of  the  Codex 
D.  Bunkle.  At  the  end  of  i>t  .John's  Gospel  is  a  sub« 
scription,  which  begins  and  ends  in  the  following  man- 
ner :  lEShXt^An  n  vetgurat  ^iC^ojp  fv  rtf  TaXi^  tp  rn  woXci  ru 

K  roivlnv  iygot^fi^.  It  has  not  the  ancient  xifaXsuety  but 
the  modem  chapters,  which  are  found  in  our  printed 
Bibles.  Before .  it  came  into  the  University  Library  it 
belonged  to  Bishop  Moore,  who,,  if  it  is  the  same  as 
Mill's  Codex  Bu,  must  have  purchased  it  after  the  death 
of  Mr.  Bunkle. 

CODEX   CAMERARU. 

87..  The  last  edition  of  the  commentary  of  Gamera** 
rius,  was  printed  at  Cambridge  in  164^,  under  the  fol- 
lowing 
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lowing  title :  Joacfaimi  Camerarii  commentarius  in  No- 
vum Foedus  elaboratus,  nunc  denuo  plurimum  illustratus 
et  locupletatus.  It  is  bound  with  i^eza's  Greek  Testa- 
ment! printed  at  Cambridge  in  the  same  year. 

CODllX   CANTABRIGIENSIS. 

PAGE  229. 

88.  Our  author  neglects  here  to  mention  one  of  the 
best'critical  descriptions  that  have  been  given  of  the  Co- 
dex Cantabrigiensis,  which  is  that  of  Dr.  Semler,  in  his 
Hermeneutische  Vorbereitung,  Vol,  III.  p.  99 — 137. 
though  he  recommends  Semiers  essay  on  this  manu- 
scripty  which  is  printed  at  the  end  of  bis  edition  of  Wet- 
stein^s  Prolegomena,  p.  593 — 615.  It  is  necessary  there- 
fore to  observe,  that  the  recommended  essay  contains 
principles,  which  that  eminent  critic  has  since  that  time 
totally  abandoned.  He  wrote  it  so  early  as  the  year  1 764, 
at  a'  tinae  when  his  own  private  reflexion  had  not  yet 
divested  him  of  the  prejudices  acquired  by  the  study  of 
Wetstein ;  he  institutes  therefore  in  this  essay,  a  com* 
parison  between  \he  Cod.  Cant,  and  the  old  Latin  ver- 
sions, and  concludes,  agreeably  to  the  principles  of  his 
great  'master^  that  the  former  had  been  altered  from  the 
latter.  But  in  his  Spicilegium  observationum,  published 
in  1766,  he  revokes  these  principles,  saying,  p.  17S. 
Fui  autem  et  ipse  nuper  adhuc  in  hac  setitentia,  quae  est 
plerorumque  doctorum  virorum :  sed  non  licet  mihi  am- 
plius  eam  tenere^  aut  hunc  codicem,  et  grseco-latinos 
tam'  vehementer  adspemari.  He  then  concludes,  Ita- 
que  istffi  accusationes  omnes  vans  sunt  jam  et  temerarias. 
In  his  subsequent  writings,  enumerated  Note  1 .  to  sect.  3.. 
he  has  continued  the  inquiry,  shewn  the  invalidity  of  the 
commonly  received  opinion,  and  introduced  a  system 
of  criticbm,  that  has  been  adopted  and  defended  by 
Griesbach  and  Woide,  and  is  at  present  received  by  every 
critic  in  Europe.  A  description  of  this  MS.  is  given  in 
Mills  Proleg.  ^  13^8 — 1273*  Simon,  in  his  Hist  crit. 
du  text^  du  r^.  T.  sect  30.  has  also  treated  of  it,  and 

u  u  2  "    Blanchini, 
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Blanchiniy  in  his  .£vangeliarnm  quadrupiex,  P«  I.  p.  481 

—484. 

'     89.  In  his  Symbols,  p.  Iviii — Ixi.  but  he  has  takea 

notice  only  of  a  few  corrections  in  a  few  chapters  of  St. 
Matthew,  for  he  says  himself,  Mutandum  erat  hoc  con- 
silium, quoniam  tarn  difficili  negotio,  dignoscendisque 
omnium  cdrrectorum  manibus,  plus  temporis  impendeo- 
dum  fuisset,  quam  consecrare  ei  possem.  In  the  edition, 
shortly  to  be  published  by  Dr.  Kipling,  these  corrections 
will  be  accurately  noted.  Our  author  has  nedected  to 
mention  that  some  pages  of  this  MS.  containing  Mat  iiL 
8 — 16,  John  xviii.  13. — xx.  13.  Mark  xvi.  15.  to  the  end, 
are  written  by  a  later  hand,  which  Wetstein  (Prol.  p.  31.) 
refers  to  the  tenth  century,  butGriesbach  (Symb.  p.  Ivii.) 
to  the  twelfth.  In  Wetstein's  description  of  the  chasms 
of  this  MS.  there  is  an  erratum,  (Prol.  p.  30.)  viz.  for 
John  i.  i6. — ii.  26.  must  be  read  John  i.  16. — iii.  36. 

90.  Wetstein  was  t)f  opinion,  and  in  this  opinion  he 
was  generally  followed,  till  Semler  ventured  to  ^all  it  in 
question,  that  the  Codex  Bezs  contained  a  Greek  text, 
which  was  altered  from  the  Latin,  or,  in  other  words, 
that  the  writer  of  the  Codex  Bezse  departed  from  the 
readings  of  the  Greek  manuscript,  or  manuscripts,  from 
which  he  copied,  and  introduced  in  their  stead,  from 
some  Latin  versiop,  readings  which  were  warranted 
by  tl)e  authority  of  no  Greek  manuscript.  Now  it  is 
true,  that  a  very  great  number  of  the  readings  peculiar 
to  the  Codex  Bezae  are  found  in  the  Vulgate,  as  appears 
from  consulting  Wetstein's  Greek  Testament,  where  the 
Codex  D,  and  the  Vulgate,*  are  frequently  quoted  to- 
gether for  readings,  that  are  found  in  no  Greek  manu- 
script at  present  known :  and  I  have  myself  collated  the 
two  first  chapters  of  St.  Mark,  with  the  old  Latin  ver- 
sions published  by  Blanchini,  and  have  found  that  in 
most  cf  the  readings,  in  which  the  Codex  Bezas  differs 
from  all  the  Greek  manuscripts,  it  agrees- with  8om§  one 
of  those  Latin  versions.  But  shall  we  therefore  conclude 
that  those  readings  were  actually  borrowed  from  a  Latin 
version,  and  translated  into  Greek  ?  It  is  at  least  as  pos- 
sible that  they  might  have  bad  their  origin  in  the  Greeks 
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as  in  the  Latin,  and  this  very  possibility  is  sufficient  ta 
defeat  the  whole  of  Wetstein's  hypothesis.  Griesbacli 
very  properly  observes  on  this  subject,  (Symbolae,  p.  cxi^ 
*  Vehementer  errant,  ^ui  e' consensu  codicis  cujusdam 
cum  versione  latina  ilium  ex  hac  interpolatum  esse  efficl 
posse  putant  Non  e  latinis  sed  e  graecis  libris  recensio- 
nis  occidentalis  derivandee  sunt  ejusmodi  lectiones,  nisi 
forte  manifestum  sit,  oriri  eas  non  potuisse  in  graecis  co- 
dicibus,  contra  vero  origo  earum  facillime  e  jatine  ver- 
sione explicari  queat.  rlxempla  vero  pleraque,  quibus 
viri  docti  ad  dectarandam  codicum  quorundam  antiquis- 
simonim  e  latine  translatione  interpolationem  usi  sunt, 
nil  pneter  illorum  turn  hac  consensum  ostendunt,  neuti« 
quam  vero  istos  ex  hac  corruptus  esse  probant.  Lectiones 
enim,  ad  quos  provocant  viri  docti,  suxit  fere  inlerpreta- 
mentai  gloss®,  additamenta  et  omissrones,  quas  omnia 
cur  a  latinis  in  grsecos,  potius  cfuam  e  grcecis  in  latinos 
codices  immigrasse  statuamus,  causa  apparet  plane  nulla 
cum  gneci  librarii,  grammatici,  et  scholiastse,  arque  at- 
que  latini  homines,  talia  comminisci  potuerint.'  Fur- 
ther, it  is  not  only  as  possible  that  these  peculiar  read^ 
ings  took  their  rise  in  the  Greek  as  in  ttie  Latin,  but 
highly  probable  that  they  did  so.  It  is  surely  more  rea- 
sonable to  suppose,  that  a  translation  would  be  altered 
from  an  original,  than  an  original  from  a  translation: 
and  this  supposition  is  confirmed  by  fact,  for  when  Jerorti 
revised  the  Latin  version  by  order  of  Pope  Dsfmasus,  he 
corrected  it  from  Greek  manuscripts.  Besides,  the  Co- 
dex Beza^  has  additions,  omissions,  and  transpositions, 
which  are  found  neither  in  the  Vulgate,  nor  an^  other 
Latin  version  now  extant  For  instance,  Mark  i.  8. 
the '  clause  fy»  /aiv  Mi».»q  ^xifliHj^  (al.  t^»Tf\\^x)  ly  vMi^ 
is  transferred  to  the  seventh  verse :  Luke  vi.  5.  x»i  tXiytv 

transferred  to  the  tenth  verse,  and  in  its  stead  is  a  long 
passage,  consisting  of  not  less  than  twenty-eight  words. 
Of  these  alterations  no  trace  is  to  be  found,  either  in  the 
Vulgate,  or  in  tlie  old  Latin  versions  publishied  by  Blan- 
dnnu    Many  more  examples  of  this  kind  might  be  pro- 

u  u  3  duced 
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duced  from  the  Gosjpels :  ao^  if  wg  b^ve  lecouisse  to- the 
Acts  of  the  Apostles,  we  shall  find  exainpledy  that  are 
still  more  striking.     In  the  two  bstances  above-men- 
tioned, as  well  as  in  most  other  places,  the  Latin  text 
of  the  Codex  Bezse  corresponds  to  the  Greek.    Since, 
therefore,  the  Latin  version  of  that  manuscript  agrees 
with  the  Greek  text,  even  in  places  where  it  is  supported 
by  no  Latin  manuscript  at  present  known,  we  mus^  con- 
clude that  the  Latin  was  adapted  to  the  Greek,  not  the 
Greek  to  the  Latin.     Indeed,  if  so  enunent  a  critic  as 
Wetstein  had  not  advanced  tbe  opinion,  it  would  aeem 
absurd,   where  the  Greek  occupies  the  first  paf^e,  the 
Latin  the  second,  and  the  latter  is  annexed  to  the  for- 
mer as  a  mean  of  understanding  it^   to  imagine  that 
the  readings  of  the  original  were  adapted  tp  those  of 
the  translation.    That  the  Codex  Bez^  very  firequently 
agrees,  either  with  the  Vulgate,  or  some  other  Latin  ver- 
sion, is  by  no  mean^  extraordinary,  when  we  reject  that 
tjiis  manuscript  is  one  of  the  oldest  now  extant,  and  that 
the  Greek  manuscripts  from  which  the  Latin  versions 
were  made,  come  nearer  to  it  in  point  of  time,  than  to 
those  Greek  manuscripts,  from  which  the  Codex  Bezie 
differs.     The  authors  of  these  Latin  versions  must  have 
found  in  the  Greek  manuscripts,  fitom  which  they  trans- 
lated,  the  readings,  which  are  common  to  them,  and 
to  the  Codex  Bezse :  and  this  very  agreement,  instead 
of  shewing  these  readings  to  be  spuripus,  13  a  strong  ar- 
gument that  they  are  aapient  and  g^uine*    To  thb 
must  be  added,  that  a  great  number,  of  these  reading? 
are  found  in  the  Syriac,  the  Coptic,  the  Sahidic,  the 
mar^  of  the  Philoxenian  version,  tl;uB  Versb  Syra  Hic- 
rosolymitana,  and  the  quotations  of  Qrigen.    Now  we 
must  suppose  that  all  these  have  been  corrupted  fi-om  the 
La^tin,  if  the  charge  be  true  with  respect  to  the  Cad<a 
Bezie.     In  proof  of  this  charge,  Wetstein  has  produced, 
in  his  Prolegomena,  p.  32.  fourteen  examples,  in  which 
he  says  the  Codex  Bezse  has  clearly  been  corrupted  fimm 
the  Latin :  and  adds,  Obtestor  hie  umnes  sano  judicio 
praeditos,  ac  literaruo^  Groscarum  peritos,  judicent  utra 

lectio 
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tectb  0it  sincerior,  lUane  quatn  nostri  codlc^  exhibent, 
an  quam  Morinus  ex  Codice  6seza  Graseo-Latino  pro- 
talk  ?  To  this  we  inay  answer,  that  the  purity  of  a  read- 
ing is  no  proof  of  its  authenticity,  in  a  work,  that  i^ 
confessedly  written  in  impure  Greek,  and  that  of  these 
fourteen  examples  there  are  several,  which  may  rather 
be  ascribed  to  accident,  than  design.  In  short,  there  is 
so  reason  whatsoeveir  for  ascribing  any  reading  oif  a  Greek 
manuscript  to  the  influence  of  the  Latin,  unless  it  can 
be  proved  that  it  ck>ukl  not  have  taken  its  rise  in  the 
Greek^  and  that  it  might  easily  have  originated  in  the 
Latin.  An  instance  of  this  kind  is  in  the  Codex  Mont- 
fortianus^  1  John  v.  6.  where  instead  of  the  common 
reading  iryiu/M«,  we  find  xj^iro^.  Now,  as  the  Latin  wordi 
*  spiritus'  and  *  Ghristos,'  are  written  in  the  old  Latin 
manuscripts  XPS  and  SPS,  (Pref.  to  Casley's  Catalogue, 
p.  22.)  it  was  easy  to  exchange  the  words  in  the  Latin, 
but  not  so  easy  in  the  Greek.  In  this  cleise  therefore, 
we  mast  ascribe  the  reading  xf '^^^  ^^  ^^^  influence  of 
the  Latin :  but  no  instance  of  this  kind  has  been  pro- 
duced from  the  Codex  Bezse. 

PAGE  230. 

91.  See  Wetstein*s  Note  to  Matth.  iii.  16. 

92.  See  Knittri's  edition  of  Ulphilae  versio  Gothica 
nonnuilorum  capitum epistols  ad  Romanos,  p.  283.  where 
the  origin  of  this  readmg  is  explained  as  an  error  of  a 
transcriber,  who  copied  from  a  MS.  in  which  the  canons  of 
Eusebius  were  noted  in  the  margin ;  this  learned  critic  con- 
jectures that  HaraCmvov  in  the  ancient  MS.  from  which 
the  Cod.  Beza  was  copied,  stood  at  the  end  of  the  line, 
that  m  was  noted  in  the  margin  parallel  t6  it,  and  with  a 
small  interval,  that  the  transcriber  imagined  therefore,  that 
it  belonged  to  the  word  in  the  text,  and  that  in  the  interval 
a  letter  was  faded,  which  he  supposed  to  be  r,  and  wrote 
thertfotextitdCmwvra.  It  is  true  that  this  is  mere  conjee- 
tui^,  but  the  conjecture  is  certainly  ingenious  :  and  that 
h  is  not  devoid  of  probability,  appears  from  the  circum- 
staocei  that  the  letter  a  is  actual^  the  reference  to  the 

u  u  4  canons 
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canons  of  Eusebius,  Mattb.  iii.  1 6.  as  may  be  seen  on 
consulting  Stephens's  or  Kiister's  edition. 

93.  The  reading  of  the  Codex  Veronensis  is,  et  alia 
die  cum  exisset  a  Bethania,  but  that  of  the  Vercellensis 
agrees  word  for  word  with  the  reading  of  the  Latin  text 
of  the  Cantabrigiensis. 

94.  Not  only  in  some  cases,  but  perhaps  in  most  cases, 
the  Latin  text  has  been  altered  from  tb^  Greek  in  the 
Codices  Grseco-Latini  in  general,  where  the  Greek  has 
been  supposed  to  have  been  altered  from  the  Latin.  See 
the  Notes  73 — 79.  90. 

95.  Namely,  the  only  two  manuscripts  containing  the 
Latin  version,  in  which  this  reading  is  omitted,  it  being 
omitted  in  the  best  Greek  manuscripts,  and  therefore 
rejected  by  Griesbach  from  the  text  of  his  edition. 

PAGE  2S1. 

96.  As  the  Cod.  Cant,  was  probably  written  in  Eu- 
rope, as  appears  from  its  bebg  accompanied  with  a  Latin 
translation,  it  seems  improbable  that  the  Syriac  version 
should  have  been  used  in  the  correction  of  a  manuscript, 
written  in  a  country  where  the  Syriac  language  was 
wholly  unknown ;  and  the  only  supposition  that  can 
make  the  conjecture  probable  is,  that  the  Greek  text  of 
the  Cod.  Cant  was  taken  from  a  Greek  manuscript 
written  in  Asia.  But  even  for  this  conjecture  there  seems 
to  be  no  necessity,  for  the  examples  produced  by  Storr, 
in  proof  of  his  hypothesis,  are  not  wholly  satisfactory. 
The  first  is  that  which  has  been  already  quoted  by  our 
author,  Mark  xi.  1 2.  where  the  Syriac  version  expresses 
*  cum  exisset  e  Bethaiiia,  esuriit,'  and  the  Cod.  Cant 

has  i^tX^oilob  ano  riK  Bn^anxg  cvfcy^tf-sv.     Now  a  Ciiticai 

correction  implies  a  knowledge  at  least  ot  the  language 
in  which  the  correction  is  madie,  but  the  writer  .  of  this 
passage  in  the  Cod.  Cant,  has  discovered  no  critical  know- 
ledae  of  Greek)  since  he  has  converted  iwuupt^nu  into  an 
impersonal  verb,  and  made  it  to  govern  i|ixd«ir1».  The 
alteration  therefore  may  be  ascribed  rather  to  error,  or 
carelessness,  than  to  actual  design;  and  it  is  probably 

mere 
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mere  accident  that  both  the  Cod.  Cant,  and  the  old 
Syriac  version  express  the  participle  in  question  in  the 
singular.  Those  who  would  examine  the  other  exam- 
ples, will  fiiid  them  in  Storr's  Observationes  super  Vers. 
Syr.  p.  15, 16. 

97.  See  Chap.  vii.  sect.  ii.  That  one  of  the  Greek 
manuscripts^  collated  at  Alexandria  by  Thomas  of  Har* 
kel,  in  the  seventh  century»  for  his  edition  of  the  Phi^^ 
loxenian  version,  had  readings  similar  to  those  which  are 
at  present  found  in  the  Codex  Cantabrigiensis,  no  one 
has  pointed  out  with  so  much  clearness  and  precision  as 
Professor  Adler.  This  learned  and  ingenious  writer,  in 
his  Versiones  Syriacie,  p.  79 — 133.  has  given  a  collation 
of  the  marginal  readings  of  this  version  in  the  four  Gos- 
pels, with  several  Greek  MSS.  especially  the  Alexandria 
nus  Vaticanus,  Ephrem,  Cantabrigiensis,  and  Stephani 
octavus,  the  result  of  which  collation  (see  p.  130.)  is,  that 
nineteen  readings,  found  in  no  other  Greek  MS.  than 
the  Cantabrigiensis,  are  noted  in  the  margin  of  the  Phi- 
loxenian  version,  viz.  Matth.  i.  7.  viii.  28.  ix.  15.  xv. 
6.  XX.  28.  Mark  i.  3.  iv.  9.  vii*  13.  Luke  vii.  1.  41. 
xii.  1,  2.  xviii.  30.  34.  xx.  36.  xxii.  34.  John  vi.  1. 
vii.  40.  ix.  37  :  also  six  that  are  in  no  other  manuscripts 
than  the  Catabrigiensis  and  Vaticanus,  and  twenty-five 
which  the  Catabrigiensis  has  in  common  nith  some  few 
other  manuscripts.  It  is  well  known  that  this  extraor- 
dinary coincidence,  which  was  first  observed  by  .Wetstein, 
induced  that  eminent  critic  to  suppose  that  the  Cod. 
Cant,  was  actually  one  of  those  Greek  manuscripts  \^  hich 
Thomas  collated,  and  of  which  he  wrote  the  readings  in 
the  margin.  But  this  is  a  subject  that  will  be  examined 
in  the  sequel.     See  Note  1 22. 

98.  Namely,  th  xcJ'^h,  which  is.  found  in  no  other 
MS.  than  the  Cant,  is  expressed  in  the  Coptic  version. 
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99.  The  example  taken  from  Mark  iii.  21.  is  more  de- 
cisive, than  that  taken  from  ver.  29.  because  the  formefj 
which  is  a  very  reinarkable  reading,  is  found  in  the  Cant. 

alone, 
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alone,  whereas  tb»  latter  is  foaod  ilk  two  otiuT  iiia»»- 
scripts.  Many  other  examples  of  coincidence  in  singo^ 
lar  readings  might  be  selected  from  Wetstein,  or  Grie»- 
bach :  but  no  one  Ims  examined  this  subject  with  so 
much  accuracy  as  Semler,  who,  in  his  Hermeneutische 
'Vorbereituag,  Vol.  III.  p.  iij6 — 135.  has  instituted  a 
comparison  between  the  Cod.  Cant,  and  the  Coptic  Ter- 
aion,  also  with  the  Ethiopic,  the  Armenian^  and  the 
Alexandrine  fathers,  and  the  result  of  ttus  inquiry  is^  that 
the  Greek  te^t  of  the  Cod«  Cant  belongs  to  the  Alex- 
andrine edition,  and  that  the  original,  from  which  it 
was  copied,  was  written  in  Egypt 

loo.  Our  author  ha$  here  printed  a  list  of  examples, 
communicated  to  him  by  Woide,  in  which  the  Sahidic 
version  agrees  with  tlie  Cod.  Caotabrigiensis,  but  the 
waoit  con^plete  information  on  this  subject  is  to  be  had 
in  Dr.  Miinter's  Diseertado  de  indole  versionis  Sabidiae, 
p.  10:— 46.  where  he  has  instituted  a  very  acearate  com- 
parison between  the  Cod  Cant,  and  the  Sahidic  version. 

To  the  ancient  versions  mentioned  by  our  author, 
may  be  added  at  present  the  Versio  Syrti.  Hierosolymi^ 
tana,  described  by  Adkr  in  his  Versiones  Syriicat,  pn  137 
— •203«  He  has  collated  this  version  with  the  r^iags 
«f  the  Cod.  Cant,  and  discovered  in  it  eleven  readikigs, 
that  exist  in  no  other  Greek  manuscript  i)ow  extant, 
fourteen  which  ale  foniMl  only  in  one  or  two  manoseripcs 
.beside  the  Codex  Cantr^  and  fi%-four  whieb  are  ^om- 
jnen  to  the  Codex  Cant,  and  several  other  manuscripts. 

io\.  For  that  reason  Dr.  Harwood,  in  hiseditiott  df 
the  Greek  TestaUDent,  published  in  London  in  1776,  has 
vegulated  his  text  in  tto  Gospels,  and  the  Aets^  diiefly 
according  to  the  readings  q{  tfie  Cambridge  manuseripl. 
See  hie  pieface,  pw  7. 
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102.  The  Cod.  Corbeiensis  1.  is  that  which  was  pub- 
Ushed  by  BlancMnt,  who  terms  it  Cod.  Coi^b.  195  :  the 
God.  Corb.  2.  was  published  by  Sabetti^,  who  terms  it 
Cod.  Corbi  21.   These  two  manuscripcs^weMr  noted  1. 9. 

by 
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by  Gnesbairh.  See  his  preface,  p.  23,  24.  Our  author 
quotes  only  the  Corb.  2.  for  '  iratus^'  but  it  is  also  ia 
the  Corb.  1 .  See  Blaochioi  Evangeliarium  quadruples^ 
P.  II.  p.  318. 

103.  That  other  ancient  Greek  onanuscrtpts  had  m 
vXarucuff  appears  from  the  Gothic  version,  which  was 
immediately  translated  from  the  Greek,  and  expresses 
this  reading. 

1 04.  In  the  Lex.  Kept,  the  soise  only  of  '  platea^' 
not  that  of  '  forum/  is  ascribed  to  {.m^.  With-  re- 
spect to  this  reading,  it  is  more  reasonable,  to  ascribe  it 
to  accident,  than  to  seek  for  a  mysterious  reason  that 
never  existed.  As  the  Greek  vX«Ti»a,  as  well  as  the 
Xatin  '  platea,*  signifies  not  a  public  road,  but  a  bread 
street,  or  open  place  in  a  town,  it  is  almost  syqonymous 
to  ayofo^  and  was  probably  substituted  by  mistake  in  the 
hurry  of  copying. 
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105.  It  is  not  improbable  that  uaiwu  P(«On  was  written 
in  the  margin  of  some  ancient  MS.  opposite  to  Luke  xxii. 
i6*  because  in  the  parallel  passages,  Matth.  xxvi.  29. 
Mark  xiv.  25.  the  expression  mimv  v^m  is  used.  Or  the 
reading  of  the  Cod.  Cant  arose  perhaps  in  the  following 
manner.  In  the  manuscript  from  which  it  was  eo|»ed) 
the  three  first  letters  of  llAHPaOH  bemg  partly  feded^ 
the  transcriber,  as  the  subject  related  to  eating  took  1^ 
remnant  of  H  fqr  B,  and  supposed  that  the  verb  was 
BPAOH ;  the  remnant  of  IIA,  which  he  was  obl^d  to 
fill  up  by  the  help  of  his  ima^ation^  he  took  for  KN, 
^od  writes  KAINON  BPOBH.  But  the  former  conjecture 
is  the  most  probable. 

1 06.  Namely,  in  the  Evangeliarium  quadruplex,  P.  L 
p.  3 1 5.  But  our  author  must  have  written  this  sentence 
without  consulting  the  work  to  which  he  appeab,  for 
the  Codex  Verooensis  has  not  *  in  fines/  but  '  in  partes/ 
and  the  Vercellensis,  Corbeiensis,  and  Brixianus^  are 
wholly  devoid  of  an  addition  of  this  kind. 

107.  The 
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107.  The  Latin  reading  is  taken  not  only  chiefly,  bat 
wholly  from  the  Greek;  for  the  very  mistake  of  the 
copyist,  in  writing  vt^  avn  twice,  (which  our  author, 
however,  has  not  noted,  and  which  I  have  supplied  from 
Wetstein,  because  I  have  found  it  in  the  manuscript  it- 
self) is  faithfully  transplanted  into  the  Latin,  where  we 
find  *  pro  eo,*  and  *  super  ipso/ 

1 08.  The  Cantabrigiensis,  and  the  Cyprius,  are  the 
only  two  Greek  manuscripts,  which  here  retain  the 
genuine  reading. 
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1 09.  Beza  wrote,  in  the  beginning  of  this  manuscript, 
the  following  account  with  his  own  band.  Est  hoc  ex- 
emplar venerandfle  vetustatis  ex  Grsecia,  ut  apparet  ex 
barbaris  quibusdam  Grsecis  ad  marginem  notatis^  olim 
exportatum,  et  in  S.  Irensi  monasterio  Lngdunensi,  ita, 
ut  hie  cernitur,  mutilatum,  postquam  ibi  in  pulvere  diu 
jacuisset,  repertum,  oriente  ibi  civili  hello  anno  Domini 
1562.  He  gives  the  same  account  in  his  letter  to  the 
University  of  Cambridge,  dated  Genevce  Id.  Decemb. 
1581,  and  thirdly,  in  the  page  preceding  the  preface  to 
his  edition  of  the  Greek  Testament,  printed  in  1582, 
Now  we  must  here  distinguish  conjecture,  from  evidence. 
That  the  manuscript  came  originally  from  Greece,  is 
conjecture :  but  that'  it  ^as  discovered  in  the  monastery 
of  St.  Irenseusin  Lyons,  in  1562,  is  the  direct  and  po- 
sitive evidence  of  a  man,  whose  veracity  we  have  no  rea- 
son to  doubt :  and,  since  he  has_  giVbn  it  at  three  diffe- 
rent times,  and  all  three  times  his  accounts  agree,  there 
seems  to  be  no  reason  for  calling  his  evidence  in  question, 
till  evidence  as  positive  can  be  protiuced  to  the  con- 
trary. 
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110.  See  Wetstein's  Prolegomena,  p.  29.  36.  But 
that  the  Codex  P  is  never  quoted  in  Stephens's  margin, 
where  the  Codex  Bezae  has  a  chasm,  and  that  the  Codex 
fi  has  450  lectiones  singulares,  is  a  mistake>    I  have 

carefully 
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carefully  counted  them,  and  found  only  2 1 1  lectiones 
singulares  quoted  from  the  Cod.  fi ;  viz.  63  in  Matthew, 
51  in  Mark,  36  in  Luke,  28  in  John,  and  33  in  the 
Acts.  In  conjunction  with  other  manuscripts,  the  Cod. 
fi  is  quoted  by  Stephens  128  times,  viz.  in  Matthew  39, 
in  Mark  32,  in  Luke  29,  in  John  17,  and  in  the  Acts 
1.1.  The  whole  number  of  times  therefore  that  the 
Cod.  P  is  quoted,  both  with  and  without  other  manu- 
scripts, amounts  only  to  339.  The  other  position  like- 
wbe,  that  the  Codex  |3  is  no  where  quoted  in  Stephens's 
margin,  where  the  Codex  Bezse  has  a  chasm,  is  not  true. 
For  the  Codex  Bezse  has  a  chasnti  Matthew  xxvii.  1 — > ' 
12.  yet  Stephens  quotes  his  Codex  |3  twice  in  this  plAce, 
viz.  ver.  i.^ for. the  reading  iff-01110-av,  instead  of  the  com- 
mon reading  iXaUv,  and  ver.  3.  for  xr«(atJ«c,  instead  of 
w»(»MHf.  Again  the  Codex  Bezae  has  a  chasm  Acts 
viii.  29. — X.  14;  yet  Stephens  has  quoted  his  Codex  fi 
twice  in  this  interval,  viz.  ix.  31.  c»;^fy  fi^nvnv  oix«J(b- 
fMpfVfi  voft\jo[Atyn,  for  the  common  reading  fi;(ov  f»/»9}i^ir 
9ixoiofi,iif/.tv»%  x«»  'vopfuo/AfVAi,  and  again,  at  the  end  of  the 
verse,  c?rAi}d^vcro  for  s^Xud'uj'orro.  This  is  a  mere  state- 
ment of  facts,  which  is  designed  only  to  correet  our  au- 
thor's too  general  assertion,  and  is  not  written  with  a 
view  of  prejudicing  the  reader  against  the  opinion,  that 
the  Codex  Bezse,  and  the  Codex  Stephani  |3,  are  one  and 
the  same  manuscript,  for  at  present  I  do  not  argue  upon 
these  facts.  The  general  evidence  for  and  against  the 
ojpinion  in  question,  with  the  exceptions  that  may  be 
made  to  the  different  arguments  on  each  side^  will  be 
stated  in  a  subsequent  note. 

111.  Prolegomena,  p.  36.  Our  author's  reference  to 
Acts  xxi.  35.  is  an  erratum,  for  the  Cod.  |3  is  not  quo^d 
once  in  that  chapter.  The  other  example.  Acts  xiii.  i. 
consists  only  in  the  word  M«yaiiX,  quoted  by  Stephens 
from  the  Codex  |3,  and  which  is  not  quoted  from  the 
Cod.  Cant. 
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^112.  For  examples  of  Robert  Stephens's  inacQuracy^ 
in  his  celebrated  edition  of  the  Greek  Testament,  see 

Mr. 
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Mr.  Potsod's  Letters  to  Arcbdeaocm  Travis,  p.  78 — 92. 
and  Le  Long's  letter  to  Martin,  paUished  in  the  Joamal 
des  S^avans,  Vol.  LXVII.  p.  046. 

113.  But  in  the  expression  upctr/iot  fty^i,  Robert 
Stephens  might  surely  include  his  son :  and  that  be  really^ 
meant  to  do  so,  though  prudential  motives  induced  him 
at  that  time  to  conceal  his  name,  lest  the  collations 
should  be  thou^  inacurate,  as  being  made  by  so 
young  a  man,  appeiurs  from  the  evidence  of  Henry 
Steptoos  himself.  /  See  Wetstein's  Prolegomena,  p.  143, 
144.  where  the  matter  is  reduced  to  a  certainty.  The 
expression  *  in  Italics,'  which  Wetstein  quotes  from 
Heifry  Stephens's  Preface  to  the  edition  of  the  N.  T.  of 
1587,  applies  in  particular  to  the  Codex  ^,  .which  was 
the  only  manoBoHpt  collated  in  Itafy. 
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114.  Our  author's  first  objection  to  Dr.  Semler's  hy- 
pothesis, that  the  Cod.  Stephani  |3  might  have  been  a 
transcript  made  from  the  Codex  Bezie,  is  ungrounded : 
for  he  IS  mbtaken  in  saying,  that  Semler  supposes  it  to 
have  been  made  a'sh&tt  time  before  Henry  Stephens  col- 
kted  the  Cod.  P  in  Italy.  Semler  uses  the  word  olim^ 
and  therefore  the  objection  drawn  from  the  word  '  vetus- 
tissimum'  is  not  vsilid.  His  second  objection,  ttiat  a 
transcript  from  the  Codex  Bezas  could  hardly  have  been 
so  accurately  tsdken,  as  to  deviate  so  little  from  the  ori- 

Inal,  as  the  Codex  Bezae  from  the  readings  of  the 
!odtt  p,  is  likewise  of  very  litde  weight,  for  t|ie  diffe- 
rences between  the  extracts  from  the  Codex  Bezae,  and 
atief  Codex  |3,  are  sufficiency  numerous  to  make  the  hy- 
pothesis at  least  possible.  W  etstein  himself  made  bis  ex- 
tracts^ not  froni  the  Codex  Bez«,  but  from  a  copy  of  it 
At  least  it  is  highly  probable,  for  since  /he  transcribed 
the  manuscript,  while  he  was  iii  Cambricfge,  it  is  reason- 
able to  suppose  that  he  collated  this  copy  at  his  leisure, 
after  his  return.  The  anonymous  author  of  the  Spe- 
cinQFeti  anitnadversioiiem  in  prolegotpena  Wetstepii,  sup- 
poses ttiM  bo&  the<;odek  p  and  the  Codex  Bezafe  ^re 
8  ancient 


Ni>Ti»  TO  CRAP,   VIII.  SECT,  VI»  6^1 

atieieot  oofnee  of  the  same  old  manuscript,  and  it  is  not 
improbaUc,  tiitfd  from  the  same  maiitiscript»  irom  wfaioh 
the  Codex  fiez»  was  copied,  other  transcripts  were  like- 
wise taken,  all  of  which  would  be,  as  Beogel  expresses 
it,  of  the  same  family.  Now  to  tbis  hypothesis  it  has 
been  objected,  that  it  doi^s  not  accoiiot  £6r  the  extraior- 
dinary  circtanstance  of  Stephens's  never  <|uoting  his 
Codex  fif  where  the  Codex  fiezae  has  a  chasm,  since  it 
cannot  be  supposed  that  both  copies  were  defective  in 
the  same  places.  But  that  this  objection  is  ungroimded» 
appears  from  Note  no. 

Without  deciding  on  the  question,  whether  the  Codex 
B6Z8S,  and  the  Codex  Stepbani  p,  .are  one  and  ^be  same 
manuscript,  or  not,  I  will  state,  as  fiiirly  as  I  am  abte, 
the  arguments!  for  and  against  the  question,  with  the. 
objections,  that  may  be  made  to  eacfaj  and  leave  the  de* 
terminataon  to  the  reader. 

In  favour  of  the  opinion  that  they  are  one  and  the  same 
manuscript,  Wetstein  alleges,  in  his  Prolegomena,  p.  29* 
1.  That  the  lectiones  singulares,  quoted  in  Stephens's 
raai^n  from  the  Codex  |3,  agree  exactly  wUh  those  of 
the  Codex  Bez»,  except  in  some  few  instances,  which 
appear  to  bevtypc^rapbical  errors.  The  same  argument 
be  repeats,  p.  36.  and  say s^  that  the  Codex.  Bezas,  and 
Codex  |3,  agree  in  450  variationes  singulares.  2.  That 
where  the  Codex  fiezas  has  chasms,  no  readings  are 
quoted  in  3tephais's  margin  from  the  Codex  |3,  .thou^ 
if  we  except  Aese  chasms,  the  Codex.0  is  quoted  by 
Stephens  in  every  page.  3.  That  sexetsl  remarkable 
additions  to  the  common  text,  found  only  in  the  text  of' 
the  Codex  Bezse,  are  quoted  by  Stephens  from  bis  Codex 
p.  Of  these  he  gives  no  examples,  but  among  others, 
which  I  have  obseiryed,  there  are  two  which  are  vesry 
striking,  vie.  Acts  xvL  38.  where  tbe  Codex  fiezse^  has  a 
long  pasaa^,  consisting  of  not  less  than  forty-nine  words, 
which  are  found  in  no  other  manuscript  at  presents 
known,  and  these  v&y  ^^ords  Bte  precisely  quoted  by 
Stephens  from  his  Codex  fi^  Another  instance  is  John 
vL  56.  whevealong^passage,  consisting io£one-and«*thirty. 

words, 
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\vords,  peculiar  to  the  Codex  Besse,  are  likewise  quoted 
by  Stephens  from  the  Codex  |3.  .  See  also  Acts  vi.  11* 
XIV.  7.  ]  o.  which  are  examples  of  the  same  kind,  though 
less  remarkable. 

To  these  arguments  may  be  made  the  following  ob- 
jections. 1 .  The  lectiones  singulares,  quoted  from  the 
Codex  |3,  do  not  amount  to  450,  but  only  to  211.  In 
conjunction  with  other  manuscripts  it  is  quoted  128 
times,  so  that  the  whole  number,  both  of  lectiones 
singulares,  and  lectiones  communes,  amounts  only  to 
339.  See  Note  110.  But,  making  all  reasonable  de- 
ductions, it  appears  that  the  Codex  Bezas,  and  the  Co- 
dex |3  agree  in  about  two  hundred  readings,  which  Henry 
Stephens  found  in  no  other  manuscript,  than  his  Codex 
p.  We  must  not  however  conclude  that  none  of  them 
is  contained  in  any  other  manuscript,  than  the  Codex 
Bez».  In  order  to  ascertain  this  point,  as  well  as  our 
imperfect  data  permit,  I  have  collated  the  six  first  chap- 
ters of  St.  Mark,  and  have  found  the  proportion  to  be 
as  follows:  Of  28  readings,  which  Stephens  quotes  from 
the  Codex  |3  alone,  there  are  1 9  which  Wetstein  quotes 
from  the  Codex  Bezae  alone,  8  which  he  quotes  from 
other  manuscripts,  as  well  as  the  Codex  Bezs,  and  one 
where  the  Codex  Bezas  and  Codex  fi  do  not  perfectly 
agree.  If  we  argue  therefore  by  analogy,  from  these  six 
chapters  to  the  whole  manuscript,  we  shall  find  that  of 
the  2 1 1 '  readings,  ^quoted  by  Stephens  from  the  Codex 
P  alone,  143  are  found  in  the  Codex  Bezse,  and  in  the 
Codex  Bezse  alone,  at  least  of  the  manuscripts,  that  were 
known  to  Wetstein.  And  of  these  1 43  lectiones  singu- 
lares,  there  are  several  which  are  very  long,  and  very  re- 
markable. Now,  as  it  seems  improbable,  that  so  extra* 
ordinary  a  manuscript  as  the  Codex  fi  should  be  totally 
lost  ih  times  devoted  to  critical  inquiry,  which  must 
be  the  case,  if  the  Codex  fi  was  a  different  nianuscript 
from  the  Codex  Bezse,  it  is  reasonable  to  conclude,  if  we 
argu^  firom  this  coincidence,  tliat  they  are  one  apd  the 
same  manuscript.  2.  To  the  second  argument  it  may 
be  replied^  that  the  premises  are  not  perfectly  truei  for 

the 
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tlie  Codex  P  is  afiusliv  quoted  hy  Stephens  in  four  in- 
ftances,  where  thcCojcx  Bezac  has  a  cha^ip.  Fop  A^^ 
tnanufcript  is  defedive,  Matth«)cxvii.  x-^ti.  and  Ads 
yiii.  29. — X.  14. ;  yet  Stephens  quotes  frotai  his  Codex  fi 
Hht  reading  fvotii«-a»  for  «Xa6oy,  Matth.  xxvti.  i«.aiid 
vafaia^  as  a  vaitous  reading  to  rnxfaiiSnt^  Matth.  xxvii.  3. 
^gain  A£ls  ix.  31.  he  quotes  from  his  Cod.  |3  the  v^t 
fious  reading  i<x^v  fi^Dfnv  emo^jAnfAtyt  vo^fvo/Afi^ii,  and  ftt 
d^  end^ofthe  verfe  cirAiid^uMlo.  '  Herf,  however,  it  maAi 
1^  remarked,  that  immediately  befpre^  thefe  two  laft- 
xnentioned  quotations  from  the  Cod.  fiy  Stephens  quotes 
#  fAip  UP  iiMKfiviA  from  the  Codof  3.  Now  it  is  evident 
that  thefe  three  readings  were  taken  from  the  fame  ma- 
nufcripi^  foV  they  only  diflfci  ffem  the  common  text  in 
having  the  nourf,  the  participle,  and  the  verb  in  the 
fmgular,  inftead  of  the  pluraU  The  compofitor  thtfe*' 
fore  muft  have  made  a  miftake,' 'either  in  fetting  4^ot  fi 
in  the  iirft.inftance,  or  P/or  i  in  the  two  laft.  But  as 
one  miftake  might  more  eafily  ha]|^en  than  two,  the 
*  probability  is  in  favour  of  the  opinion  that  I  is  a  miftake, 
'  and  ibat  all  three  fhould  be  p.  But  if  we  admit  that  this 
example  ^neutraij  the  others  flill  remain  in  foroi^  un- 
lefs  they  D^iexplained  as  typographical  errors.  Befides^ 
it  is  not  true  that  the  Codex  p  is  quoted  in  every  page 
of  Stephen5*s  margin^  where  the  Codex  fieza^  is  not 
defedive.  For  this  manufcript  has  no  chafm  in  any  part 
of  ^e  Gofpel  of  St.  Luke ;  yet  in  this  Gofpel  alone 
tl)cre  are  not  lefs  than  twelve  whole  pages,  in  which 
neither  the  teller  |3,,  nor  the  letter  9,  appears  in  5^ephens*s 
margin,  wjiich  lail  abbreviation,  had  it  been  ufed,  mkht 
have  been  fuppofedto  include  the  Codex«f3.;L  There  are 
alfo  three  other  ptges,  in  which  the  Codex  |3  is  wot 
quoted  by  name,  buiToply  included,  iC  included  at  all, 
under  the  word  vajHiu  J&ven  theKfore,  if  it  were 
admitted,  that  every  one  of  the  quotations  from  the 
Codex  fi,  in  the  places  where  the  Codex  Btzte  has 
chafms,  were  typographical  errors,  yet  this  argument  of 
Wetftein  would  (liil  be  inconclunve^ 

Vot.  IL  X  ;*  In 
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In  favour  of  the  opinion,  thav^che  Codex  Bez%  and 
^^  Codex  P^afe  two  di(lin£t  manu^riplSy  may  be  alleged 
the  following  arguments*  i.  It  appears  from  the  drreft 
and  pofitive  c^^idence  of  Beza,  which  he  has  given  in  a 
clear  and"conriitent  manner  three  different  times,  (4ee' 
Note  109.)  that  hia  manuTcripf  of  the  uofpels  and  A&s 
was  difcoverad  in  tbemonaftery  of  St.  Irenaeus  at  Lyoffs, 
in  1562,  and  that  from^all  the  intelligence,  which  be 
•was  able  to  procuv,  it  had  lain  there  time  imm^mof^ 
*  If  this  account  be  ixue,  the  Codex  Bezae  could  not  poN 
fibly  have  been  collated  in  Italy  by  Henry  Stephens,  fif- 
teen years  prior  to  th|t  period,  and  the  manufcripii 
which  Stephens  collated,  muft  now  lie  buried  in  fome 
Italian  library.  9.  Heiiry  Stephens,  whoVoUated  the 
Cod.  |3,  who  lived  in  habits  of  intima^y  with  Beza,  and 
piimed  fome  of  his  editions  of  the  Greek  Teftament, 
muft  unavoidably  have  been  led  by  the  fame  curiofity, 
which  induced  him  to  e'xamii^  every  Greek  manufcript, 
which  he  could  procure,  to  infpefi  at  lea  ft  the  two  cele-^ 
brated  mantlfcripts,  which  Beza  ufed  in  his  edition  of 
1582,  and  in  which  Henry  Stephens  himfelf  wrote  the 
Exhytatio  ad  Leflorem.  If  therefore  Be2||^  man#- 
fcript  of  the  Cofpeis  and  AGts  had  been  thievery  fame, 
which  he  himfelf  had  collated  a  few  years  before,  he 
mud  have  recognized  fo  remarkable  a  manui'cript,  and  of 
coDrfe  would  have  meniionrd  it  to  Beza.  But  Stephens 
has  no  where  given  the  lead  hint  of  it$  being  the  fa^e, 
though  he  had  a  fair  opportunity  of  doing  it,  where  he 
fpeaks  of  the  manufcripts,  which  he  him(«lf  had  colla- 
ted^ namely  in  the  preface  tolhe  edition  of  the  Greek 
Teftament  qf  4587,  printed  five  years  after  fieza's  third 
edition,  (Wetftenii  Prolegom.  p.  143.)  ;  and  Beza  con- 
(Inntly  quotes  it^s  a  different  mantliciipt  from  the  Cod. 
Sfephani  j3.  3.  In  four  jnftances  where  the  Codex 
Bezae  is  dcfeflive,  Stephens  quotes  readings  from  his 
Codex  ^.  Se6  the  preceding  paragraph,  with  the  ob- 
fervations  on  the  two  laft  examples.  4.  The  author  of 
the  Specimen  anioiadveifianum  in  piolegomena  Wet- 
iltnii  has  produced  twenty  readings,  in  which  the  Codex 
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Beine  and  the  Codex  p  coniradift  each  other,  Wetfteia 
however  has  fliewn,  (Prol.  p*  36,  37.)  that  the  greateft 
part  of  them  are  without  force.  For  four  of  them  are 
quoted  by  Stephens,  not  fromithe  Codex  13  in  particular, 
but  as  being  iv  sra<rft,  an  expreflion  which  is  too  general 
for  the  foundation  of  an  argument,  relative  to  any  orte 
in  particular.  Of  the  other  fixteen  examples,  he  has 
(hewn  that  five  differ  rather  in  appearance  than  realityi 
and  that  the  words  quoted  by  Stephens  are  a6lually  m 
the  Codex  Beaa?.  For  the  difference,  which  is  viGble 
in  two  other  examples,  he  accounts  by  faying,  that 
Stephens  quotes  for  them  other  manufcripts,  befide  the.  • 
Codex  j3,  and  that  to  fave  himfelf  trouble,  he  annexed  *" 
the  letter  0  to  a  reading  found  in  another  manufcript^ 
becaufe  the  difference  between  them  was  immaterial. 
One  of  thefe  examples  is  AQs  iii.   1.  where  the  Codex 

BeZ£e  has  m  to    aulo    ty   rn  £xxXriTia.       £»  St   ratf   JifAtPonf 

fxciyjEif  rr«Jfoff,  inflead  of  which  reading,  Stephens  quotes 
from  his  two  manufcripti  noted  J3  and  i,  the  following 
reading,  rn  ixxXtio-ia  nn  to  aulo.  Htl^oc  it.  This  is  no 
immaterial  difference,  as  Wetftcin  terms  it,  and  his 
anfwer  is  not  fatisfa6lory.  Of  the  remaining  exam- 
ples, he  fliews  that  one  has  too  trifling  a  difference  10 
be  worthy  of  notice,  and  to  that  which  is  taken  from 
Afts  viii.  6.  he  replies,  that  the  Codex  Bezce  has  there 
two  readings,  and  that,  though  the  reading  produced 
by  Mill  differs  from  Stephens's  quotation,  the  latter  is 
found  in  the  Codex  Bez£,  a  fecund^  manu.  In  the  two 
examples  which  are  taken  from  Matth.  ix.  ao,  x.  25. 
he  makes  it  probable  that  (3  is  a  typographical  error,  in 
the  one  inflance  for  yi,  in  the  other  for  as,  Bijit  ftili 
there  are  four  examples  remaining,  namely  Matth< 
xii.  2u.  Luke  ii.  21.  iii.  19.  viii.  18.  in  which  the 
Codex  (i  and  Codex  Bczoe  contradi£l  each  other,  and 
which  are  only  fuppofed  to  be  typographical  evrors.  In-* 
deed  tw^  of  them  Wetftein  has  left  wholly  unnoticed, 
Luke  if.«2ir  iii.  19.  though  he  (iniflieshis  exaimina^ 
lion  with  th^  words  '  en  viginti  ilia  loca  excuffa.*  And 
thefe  four  are   the   refult,   not  of  a   collation   of  the 
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vhole  manufcript,  but  only  of  19  chapters  in  St.  Mm* 
thew,  8  in  St.  Luke,  and  15  in  the  A^s«     I  have  made 
no  regular  collation,  with  a  view  of  difcovering  contra- 
difiions  between  the  Codex  Bez8e>  and  the  Codex  Ste- 
phani  |3,  but  I  have  found'one  by  accident,  John  ziii.  2, 
where  Stephens  qootes  a  reading  from  the  latter,  which 
18  not  in  the  former :  and  ff  the  whole  of  Stephens's 
margin  was  collated,  it  is  pofTible  that  many  more  would 
be  found.    Now  if  we  contend  that  each  example  of  this 
kind  is  a  typographical  error,  it  may  be  faid  we  are  guilty 
of  a  petitio  princrpii.     When  two  different  critics  are 
known  to  have  taken  their  extrads  from  one  and  the 
^me  manufcript,  as  we  know  that  Mill  and  Welftein 
did  from  the  Codex  Bezie,  we  have  a  certain  criterioB, 
from  which  we  can  fafely  pronounce,  that,  in  every  in- 
(lance,  in  which  their  extra£ts  differ,  an  error  muft  have 
taken  place  either  of  the  writer,  or  of  the  printer.     But 
if  inftead  of  arguing  fynthetically,  we  are  obliged  to  pro- 
ceed by  the  method  of  anatyfis,  and  the  identity  of  the 
manufcript  is  the  thing  to  be  afcertained,  which  can 
be  proved  by  no^other  method,  than  by  a  comparifon  of 
the  extracts  from  the  two  fuppofed  different  manufcripts,, 
we  muft  be  content  to  take  the  data,  fach  as  we  find 
them  ;  for  if  we  new- model  them  according  to  a  pre- 
afTumed  hypothefis,  we  are  uking  for  granted  the  thing 
to  be  proved.    5.  Though  the  charafteriftic  readings  of 
the  Codex  p  are  found  in  general  in  the  Codex  Bezs^s 
yet  on  the  other  hand  there  are  fome  very  long  and  re- 
markable readings  in  theCod.  Beza^,  which  Stephens  has 
not  quoted  from  his  Codex  ^.     Fur  inftance  that  extra- 
ordinary piiflage,    Matth.  xx.  28.  vpci(  ii  ^filcili^  «.  r.  A. 
confifting  of  not  lefs  than  Gxty  words,  whicitexift  in  no 
other  manufcript  at  prefent  known,  than  the  Codex 
Beztc,  is  not  quoted  by  Stephens  from  his  Codex  |3.    It 
may  be  faid  therefore,  that  if  the  Codex  Bezae  had  been 
the  manuTcript,  which    Henry   Stephens  coliited,.  he 
could  not  pollibly  have  overlooked  fo  loiiil  aftll  fo  re<-' 
markable  a  pa  Rage.     Whatever  latitude  ke  given  to 
Kenry  Stephens's  ne^h'gbn^e,  h^  was  certainly  not  in- 
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oitemive  to  this  chajptet;  for  he  has  quoted  his  Codex  p 
feveral  0tn6^  in  it,  for  readings  of  infinitely  lefs  import* 
aiice,  than  the  reading  in  queflion.  And,  what  is  mofl 
•extraordinary  of  all,  he  has  quoted  ta-ron  as  a  various 
reading  to  ft-tw,  ver«  27.  and  noted  likewife  the  omifCon 
of  tsvTWf  91  0^5aX/u«,  ver.  34.  and  yet  does  not  perceive 
any  remarkabie  interpolation  ieiwecn  thefe  two  verfes. 
It  feems  therefore  reafonable  to  conclude,  thsitihe  ma- 
nufcript,  collated  by  Henry  Stephens,  had  ik^/ the  in- 
terpolation in  queftion,  and  of  couffe  was  a  different 
manufcript  from  the  Codex  Bezse.  Should  it  be  ob« 
jeded  (hat)  as  M.  Stephens^s  collation  was  imperfectly 
printed,  the  interpolation  might  have  been  noted  in  the 
collation  itfelf,  though  it  was  not  primed  in  the  margin 
of  R.  Stephens^s  Greek  Teflament:  it  nfiay  be  replied 
lliat  B^za,iiSvho  was  in  poffeflion  of  the  collation  itfelf, 
and  has  quoted  from  it  an  hundred  and  twelve  readings 
of  Stephens's  manufcripts,  and,  among  the  reft,  fix  froni 
the  Codex  jS,  which  are  not  printed  in  Stephens's  nlar- 
gjn»  (Wetftea.  Prol.  p.  145.)  has  quoted  the  interpo- 
lation in  queftion  from  his  own  MS.  yet  takes  not  the 
leaft  notice  of  its  being  in  H.  Stephens^s  collation  of  the 
Cod.  ^.  And  that  he  was  not  inattentive  to  Stephens's 
various  readrngs,  at  that  very  place,  appears  from  his 
quoting,  in  the  very  next  verfe,  <Kvo^ivo|uii»H  aurs  from  the 
Cod.  Stephani  r.  Another  in&ance  is  A£ls  xv.  2.  where 
the  Codex  Bezae  has  a  very  tong  and  remarkable  reading 
confifling  of  not  Jefi  than  twenty-five  words,  which  «re 
(omndm  no<Kher  maHufcript,  and  which  H.  Stephens 
has  not  quoted  from  his  Codex  |3.  '  But  be  has  quoted 
a  reading  of  much  lefs  importance  from  the  very  fame 
place:  he  could  not  therefore  hav6  oveilooiced  thefe 
twenty-five  words,  if  they  had  been  in  his  manufcript« 
And  that  H^ Stephens  did  not  note  thenf^,  appears  not 
only  from  their  being  unnoticed  in  the  margin  of  Ste- 
phens's edition,  (though  even  this  circumitance  is  fuf- 
iicient  to  warrant  the  inference,  where  a  reading  of  lefs 
Ipiportanoe  is  obferveu)  but  likewife,  from  thg  pofitive 
teftimony  of  hm^  who  was  in  poiTeffion  of  Henry  Ste- 
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phcns's  autograph.  For  in  his  note  to  Afts  xv.  2.  in 
his  edition  of  1582,  he  quotes  the  twenty-five  ^rds  in 
quedion  from  his  own  manufcript,  and  obferves  on  them, 
^  Quod  autem  hie  adje£lum  invenio  in  meo  vetuftillimo 
cpdice,  etfi  nolim  temere  in  contextuin  admittere,  quum 
id  nusquam  (ilibl  invenianiy  mire  tamen  hunc  locum  illuf- 
ira^.  From  di\  thefe  circum (lances  therefore,  it  feems 
Teafonabte  to  infer,  thai  the  Cod,  Bezae,  and  the  Cod.  j3, 
thoiTgh  Verv  (irpilar,  are  not  the  fame;  and  that  the  roa- 
i)ufcript,  Wiiich  Stephens  collated  in  Italy,  is  at  prefent 
cither  Joft  or  burjed  in  obfcurity,  in  the  fame  manner  as 
tjie  Codex  Boreeli,  the  Codex  Camerarii,  the  Codex 
Khodienfis,  Erafmus's  MS.  of  the  Revelation,  and  feveral 
other  manufcript^  of  the  Greek  Teftament,  ufed  by  Ste- 
phens himfelf,  and  other  editors,  with  many,  if  not  mofl;, 
of  the  manufcripts,  from  which  the  Editione^principe^ 
of  the  Claffics  were  printed  ip  the  fifteenth  and  fixteenih 
centuries. 

To  thefe  arguments  for  the  diverfity  of  the  MSS.  it 
may  be  objefled,  ;.  That  Bez^'s  pofitive  evidence  can 
go  no  further  than  to  the  place  where,  and  the  time 
>vhen,  the  MS,  was  found  ;  not  to  the  number  of  years 
that  the  manufcript  had  been  prc(crved  there.  Further, 
that  as  Beza  has  po  where  aOcrted  thftt  he  himfelf  difco- 
yered  the  manufcript  in  the  iponallcry  of  St,  Irena?u5, 
and  ufes  the  expreffions  Exemplar  venerand^  veiuftatis 

? rcpertum^  (not  r^pcri)  and  again,  in  his  letier  to 

the.Univerfity  of  Cambridge,  Exemplar  ex  ccenobioLug- 
dunenfi  anie  aliquot  auuos  na£lus^  it  is  pof&ble  that  cvgn 
his  evidence  in  regard  tp  the  place  where,  and  the  time 
wheif  itwas  found,  was  giyen  only  at  fecond  hand,  and 
that  he  relied  on  the  authority  of  fome  perfon,  who  ftole 
it  from  the  inonaftery  during  the  civil  comniptions  in 
^yons,  and  brought  it  to  him  fgr  fale,  On  the  other 
hand,  it  mud  be  obferyed  that  Beza's  words  do  not 
neceflarily  imply  that  he  did  not  find  it  himfelf.  He 
"was  probably  at  Lyons  in  the  very  year,1n  which  he  fays 
(hat  his  manufcripc  was  difcovered  ;  for  in  tt^^t  year  he 
^opk  a  journey  from  Geneva  to  Taris^^  to  be  prefent  ac  * 
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council  between  the  Catholics  dnd  the  Hegonots,  as:  ap- 
pears from  the  accounts  of  l^reher,  Moreri,  and  Bayltc 
If  then  he  was  guilty  of  a  Ijt^ary  theft,  and  appropriated 
to4iis  own  ufe  what  belonged  to  the  monks  of  St.  Ire- 
nasus,  a  matter  by  no  means  improbable  in  itielf,  fince 
criti'cs,  as^ell  as  connoifTeufs,  are  fometimes  unAble  to 
Tefift  temptation,  he  would  naturally  hai^eiexprefled  him* 
felf  in  fuc)ia  manner,  as  to  leave  it  undetermined  whe- 
fhcr  it  had  been  ftolen  by  himfclf,  or  another  perfon. 
s^.  That  thoughJHcnr)^Stephens,  who  collated  the  Codex 
ft  and^muft  frequently  have  fcen  the  Codex  BAcse,  has 
qo  wherf  aflerted  thaf  they  we^one  and  the  fame  ma« 
nufcript^  "^et  the  argument  drawn  froAi  his  (ilence  is 
only  negative/  and  that  aropments  of  this  kind  are  net 
always  ccnclufive.  But  it  is  more  difficult  to  Bndan  an- 


fwer  IP  th^  other  part  ofthis  argument,  namely'^hat  Beea 

:Mtly   quoted  tne 
vhich  he'nardly  .would  have  done,  if  Henry  Stephens 


lias'conftyitly   quoted  Tne  two  manufcripts  as  diftin6l 


had  ever  obferved,  that  they  were  oiy  and  the  fame. 
Wciftein  however,  who*  takes  for  granted  that  H. 
Scepj^ns  actually  i^nformed  Beza,  thac  they  were  one 
and  tne  fame  manufcript,  goes  fo  far  a^  to  accufe 
Beza  of  g  wilful  intention  to  deceive,  ft  is  words  are^ 
(Prol.  p.  34.)  Vereor  tamen  ut  Beza  ipk  drtini  culpa 
i^reat,  neque  teperio  quomodo  ipfum  crimine  minus 
fincera  fide  adminidratae  rei  liberaro  queam.  Sine  d«bio 
^nim  fcire  pocuit  fuum  codicem  prius.  a  familiari  fuo 
Stephano  adhibitum  fuiffe,  et  nihilominus  adftutrumque^ 
faepius,  tasquam  diverfi  qidices  fint,  proVa|at.  Nor  is 
Wetflein  fingulA-  in  his  opinion  of  Beza  sxriticaldifho* 
neftv:  for  Simtfh,  in  his  Hid.  crittdu  texte  du  'N.  T. 
ahm  XXX.  p.  372.  fays,  Ce  h'eft  pas  icy  le  lieu  de  donner 
d'autres  preuves  dela  mauv^Hje  foi  de  Bezedansfes  Notes 
iur  le  Nouveau  Teftament.  g.  That  the  four  quotations 
from  the  Codex  p,  in  the  two  places,  where  the  Codex 
fiezac  has  a  chafm,  may  be  explained,  either  on  the  fup- 
pofition,  that  tyo  leaves,  which  are  now  wanting,  have 
i>ccn  loft^w^  Stephens's  time;  or  as  typographical  errors, 
9Q  esplanatiott,  which  Werliein  fay^  oughi'not  to  be  re- 
.     •.  X  X  -^  jeftcdj 
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jeCied,  where  ^jpe  weight  of  evidence  is  fooiach  in  favour 
of  the  other  fide;  apd  in  ontf  of  thefe  examples  in  parti* 
cular,  Matth.  xxvfi.  3.  il  i|^highly  probable  that  (3  is  a 
iniftdke  for  n.     See  WetfteinS  ProL  p.  37.  conpafCid 
with   his  various  readinj^s  to  this  paifag^.     The  fame 
Jikewife  ttiay  be  faid  of  John  xiiL  a.  t^e  exariicle  which 
J  obferved  iif  ihe  precetlihg  paragraph.     4.  rhat  thf# 
argument  drawn  from  the  contradi&ions  ^ove-men- 
fioned  is  inconclufive,  becaufe  many  inftancea  may  fa# 
pfodiiced  of  collations  made  by  .4f flferey  perfbns  from 
^he  vcrf   fame  ^anufcrip^  which^9ontrad](5):  eac^  other 
sniich  more  frequently,  ihaA  the  cufT^s  from  t]|p  Codcf 
&  contradifl  tha^  headings  of  the  Codex  Bczae^  and  that 
as  eijrors  are  unavoidable, both  in  making  ftctsafts  from  a 
inanufcript,  and*in  printing\hofe  extraos  froifi  the  colla- 


tion, we  Aould  often  draw  a  Vfry  unjuft  infe|enc%ifwe 
argued  from  a  few  contradi3;icm  to  the  divn^ty  of  the 
fnanurcripts.     5.  That  th^  fifth  argtijo^t  iAkot  abfo* 
lutely  decifive,^ce  it  is  pofliblethat^,  Stephens  might 
pyerlpo^  the  mod  remarkablfi;  readings,  even  in  places 
vliere  we  (hould  leafl  exficd  it,  and  likewife  pofl^le,  if 
be  had  noiei  them,  that  the  fame  remarkable  readings 
might  have  bien  overlooked  both  by  R.  Sce|^ens,  and 
Beza. — \^hat  weight  h  due  to  the  preceding  argumema 
and  obje6lions,l  leave  to  the  determination  of  ihereado^ 
%hufhT  I  had  written  in  the  firft  editiot),  when  I  was 
^oubtful  whether  th«  Codex  Bezae  was  the  fame  with  th# 
^  Codex  (3^^r  not :  but  a  more  minute  es^amination^of  tht 
(ubjcA  has  iin^e  convhiced^pe  that  the  arguments  for 
l^r  ideiuit^te^tly  outweigh  the  ar^ments  for  their 
diveifjty.     1  have  ipnifb red  the  Cofpptiitennan  edition 
with  Stephen^'^  quotations  from  it.  throughout  the  wbdli 
New  Teflameht,  and  hav^|pund  that  among  578  read- 
ings, quoted  ^y  Stephens  from  this  edition,  not  lefs  thaa 
^8,  that  is  one  twelfm,  are  either  not  at  all  in  thefe,  or 
not  fo  as  Stephens  has  quoted  them.     And  fmcc  it  i^ 
jp[iuch  more  probable  that  miftakes  #)o^d  be  made  in 
collating  a  manufcript  than  in  eotlating  a- printed  edi» 
.^|ng  our  khQ«ir][edg^  that  otft  readina  in,aiwelve is  fUfcljr 
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akribed  by  Stephens  to  the  Cotnplutenfian  e«Mlbi},  wifl 
certainly  warrant  us  to  conclude  that  at  ieaft  an  equal 
number  of  n)i(takes  were  made  in  fegard  to  any  give# 
•lamiicrjpli  Conrequ^ily  one  difference  among  twelve 
Feedings  proves  nothing,  it  being  no  more  than  what  wer 
may  reafonably  expe£l.  Fift-ibel^  I  have  i^und,  cha( 
Stephens  has  frequently  pafied  over  whole  chapters  i% 
lAie  Compi.  edition^  atni  ibmetflmes  three  or  foigT  cbap* 
tera  together.  At  otber  times  he  has  noted  trill ing  read* 
inga^  and  ipgle£led  to  n^te  important  readings  in  th<i^ 


.very  fame  pla««     The  internal  evidence  therefort  for 

the  di verity  of  the  Codex  jS  and  the  Codex  Bezas  is  of 

f>o  value :  and  as  to  any  external  evidence  for  their  diver-* 

fity,Tt  ttkd^  Wt  eafily  done  away,  or,  at  any  ratcj  cannot 

Ce  put  in  competition  with  the  inttrnat  evidence  for  their 

sdeniiiy.     To  afcertain   the  weight  of  this  evidence  we 

need  only  apply  (be  Theorem,  which  1  introduced  '\n 

my  Letters  to  Mr.   Archdeacon  Travis.     From   tifis 

Theorem  it  appear«ihat  the  probability  of  their  identity 

is  to  the  probability  of  tbeir  diverfity,  as  a  fum,  excfed-* 

ing  a  thoufaiM  of  nonilions,  to  unity.  ^ 

^11^.   Our  author  hai  by  fome  miflake  afligned  th# 

date  of  1595  to  Beza's  lad  edition,  which  was  not  pviiHed 

before  1598.    Inftead  of  fouri^en-  years  therefore,  as  our 

Wtjior  fays^  Beza  had  km  away  jiis  manufcript  nearly 

feveiHey.^arS|And  wf^  three  years  oldemh<l#our  au^fior 

makt^nim:    V^ircumftance   which    gives    acfditional 

ftrengtfi  to  his  argi«nent,  in  refpe£):  to  the  two  examples 

produced  &y  Wetilein,  from  Beza's  laft  edition. 

116.  |rthe  Codex  Beaae,  and  the  Codex  Stophani  /3, 
rfre  one  and  the  fame  ipanufcript,  this  conjeflure  faves 
Bcza's  credit^  and  is  at  the  fame  .time  attended  with 
fewfr  dKBcuUies,  than  Wetllein's  hypothefis,  the  parts 
bPwhich  are  not  ovily  improbablef  but  cantradi£lory  to 
Caci^ other, .as  will  appear  from  the  following  Note* 
That  Beza  di^  not  confound  his  MS.  of  the  Gofpels  and 
A£b,  with  the  MS.  of  St.  Paul's  epifties,  10  faying  thlt 
be  received  from  Lyons  that^  which  came  from  Cler* 
4|iont,  aftd  vice  ytxik^  is  probable^  becaufe  he  is  perfc81y 
m   .  confiftent 
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donfiflcnt  in  his  accounts  oF  them,  and  fpecifies  them  to 
di(lin6lly  that  we  can  hardly  Aippofe  him  to  have  been 
^ihy  of  the  miflake.  with  which  Wetftein  charges  him« 
Another  partof  Wetftein's  hypothefis,  namely^  that  BezaP 
confounded  the  paltry  convent  of  Clermont  in  the  diocefe 
dfBeauvaif^  with  the  ^:ity 'of  Clermont  in  the  province 
#fAuvefgne,  is  almoft  incredible,  when  we  refleft  ihat 
Beza  was  not  only  well  acquainted  Vith  France,  and  wa(^ 
educated  in  Paris,  but  that  he  had  an  uncle  who  "was 
J^rior  of  a  Convent  in  the  very'diocefe  of  Beiuvais,  from 
whicl  diocefe,  as  he  himfelf  relates,  he  piocured  his  ma* 
nufcript  of  St.  Paul's  epiftles.  But  Wetfteiir  does  not 
reft  here,  for  in  the  Prolegomena  to  the  fecond  part  of 
his  N.  T.  p.  i.he  conjeftures  that  Beza  was  guilty  of  a 
third  miftake  in  regard^tq  thefe  manufcripts,  and  thinks 
that  neither  of  Them  came  from  the  monaftery  of  St. 
Iremeus  in  Lyons,  but  that  one  of  them  came  from  the 
monaftery  of  Cluny  :  for  which  opinion  he  has  no  other 
foundation,  than  that  the  monaftery^of  Cluny  was  plui^ 
derod  in  the  civil  war  by  the  Swifs  foidiers.  Now  where 
we  have  pofuive  evidence  on  one  fide,  affd  mere  con- 
Jeflure  on  the  other,  there  furely  can  be  no  doubt,  tp 
which  party  the  preference  is  due.  Our  author  abides 
by  the  ttittmony  of  Bea^,  v^^ith  refped;  to  the  place 
where,  and  the  time  when,  the  manuscript  was  foupd^ 
bute  ^5  ^^  %ccecles  to  the  commofi  hy^theM^*  ^at  the 
Codex  Bezx  and  the  Codex  Stephani  jAre  one  flmd  the 
fame^manufcript,  he  is  reduced  to  rile  neceifity  T>f  fup* 
pofing,  that  the  manufcript  which  Henry- Sl^hens  coir 
lated  in^Italy,  not  long  before  the  year  1550,  #as  after- 
wards depofited  in  the  monaftery  of  St.  IrcnasuSy  anft 
there  difcovcred  again  in  1562.  Yet  Bez^  declares  that 
it  had  lain  there  time  immemorial,  and  ufes^vei]ithe 
cxpreffion  *  ut  ipfius  ^ne  Irenaei  temporibus  extiiifle^i*- 
deri  podir,'  &c.  The  queflion  therefore  to  beexaiipneC 
is,  what  authority  is  due  to  this  declaration  of  Beza  ? 
Now  the  manufcript  mufl  have  been  procured  either  by 
purchafe,  by  prefenf,  or  by  theft.  If  procured  cither  by 
purcbafe,  or  by  prefcnt,  the  pcrfon  who  procured  it^  whe* 

thee 
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ihcr  Beza  himfelf,  or  any  other  perfon,  who  gave  or  im\4 
ii  (o  Beza,  would  probably  have  converfcd  on  the  ftib- 
je6)  wiih  fomc'of  the  monks  of  the  convemt^  who  would 
not  have  declared^  that  it  had  lainRlhere  time  immemorial, 
if  they  had  recollcded  ihp  time  of  its  arrival;^  and  if  it 
had  been  brought  thither,  only  ten  or  twelve  years  be- 
fore,  it  may   feem  improbable  that  this  cireumflance 
fhould  have  been  unknown  to  them.     But  on  the  other 
hand,  when  we  confi^er  that  monks  in  general  are  lefs 
attached  to  learning,  than  t(^  l^ury,  and  that  Sreek 
manufcripts  are  commodities  i»  which  the  monks  of 
St.  Irena?us  never  dealt,  it  is  by  no  means  impoflible  that 
they  were  ignorant,  not. only  of  the  time  whon  it  was 
brought,  but  even  that  fifth  a  manufctipt  exi§ed  amon^^ 
them.     And  this  conjeClure  is  the  more  credible,  when 
we  reflcft,  that  the  very  fame  thing  miy  eafily  happen, 
not  only  in  a  convent  of  unlettered  monks,  biit»fn  foci-' 
erics  which  make  literature  their  profeflion.    The  manu* 
fcripts,  and  I  may  add,  valuable  manufcripts  of  the  Imc 
Air.  Jackfon  of  Leicelter,  were  dcpofited  a  very  few  years 
ago  in  the  library  of  Jefus  College  in  Cambridge:  ^et  T 
would  not  undertake  to  affirm  that  every  member  of 
that    learned  focieiy  either  knew  the  contents  of  thefc 
maQufciipts,  or  recolle£led  the  time  of  their  arrival.  The 
declaration  ihercfoie  of  Beza,  that  the  raanufctifJt  in 
queili^  had  lain  time  immemorial  ?h  the  monaftery  df 
St.  Irenacus,  rclls  on  .very  unftabldground,  even  on  th# 
ruppofition  that  it  was  procured  by  putchafe,  or  jtrefcnl; 
but  if  it  wai  flolcn,  as  it  very  prol^ably  was,  no  (jficftions 
couTd  liave  been  alked  about  it,  and  Beza's  declaration 
ib  mere  conjefcture.     Our  author's  hypothefis  therefore 
involves  no  contraJitlion,  like  that  of  Wetftein. 

But  peihaps  the  following  hypoihciis  will  reconcile  the 
difficulties  attending  the  hiflofy  of  this  manufcript,  bet- 
ted than  any  other;  namely,  that  the  couvent  of  irenxus 
at  Lyons  was  the  place  where  Hittry  Stephens  collated 
the  manulcript.  As  Lyons  is  (ituatai  on  the  high  road 
between  Paris  and  Tuiin,  II.  Stephens  might  collate  the 
qictnurcript  ihciCj  on  bis joti||ney  either  to  or  from  Italy; 

^        OIJ 
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ofk  Jiis  return  to  Paris  he  might  deliver  them  to  bis 
faihir,  R.  Stephens^  with  other  papers  and  extrads  made 
in  Italy ;  an4«>r  thefe  extra6ts  in  general,* whether  made 
in  Italy,  or  on  the  jdirney  thither,  Robert  Stepheps, 
ivho  was  not  veTy  exa£i  about.-the  places  where  MSS. 
were  kept,  might  fay  that  they  were  made  in  Italy.  But 
it  H.  Stephens  reaHy  collated  the  MS.  at  Lyons,  all 
difiicultio*  in  regard  10  its  hiftory  vanifh  at  once.     ' 

ii;^.  Wetftein  in  his  Prolegomena  p.  a8.  conjedores 
that  tile  Codex  Bezse  ^as  cither  prerbrved  during  feme 
time  at  Trent,  or  that  Meiiry  Stephens,  after  having  col- 
lated it  in  Italy,  delivered  it  to  the^ifhop  of  Clermont 
at  the  time  when  the  celebrated  eouncil  was  held  there, 
which  was  ^  1546,  and  that  th^Bifliop  brought  it  from 
the  council  to  his  diocefe  of  Clermont  in  Auvergne. 
See  Wetftein's  Pfel.  p,  30.  Now  thefe  two  parts  of 
WetfteiiA  bypothcfis  diredly  eontradi€l  each  other:  for 
.it  appears  from  Maittaire  Hifloria  Stephanorum,  p.  204 
— 407.  that  Henry  Stephens  did  not  go  to  lialy  till  after 
the  death  of  Francis  I,  which  happened  in  1547.  He 
(^uld  notlherefore  deliver  it  to  tire  fiifliop  of  Clermont 
at  Trent  in  1546,  and  if  the  bifhop  was  in  poffeflion  of 
the  Codex  Bezas,  and  bfought  it  home  with  him,  which 
we  muft  fuppofe  if  it  was  difcovered  at  Clermont  in  Au- 
,vergite«in  1562,  it  cannot  poffibly  have  been  the  mana- 
fcvipt,  which  Henr^  Aephens  collated  in  Italy  Ulkwecn 
tke  years  1547  and  v^^o.  See  Nolt  xxxvii.  to  Chap.  1^. 
fed.  v  • 

11 8.  Wetdetn  grounds  this  relation  on  the  authority 
of  Marianus  ViSorius  in  his  notes  on  Jerom.  Wetftein 
does  not  mention  the  place,  but  it  is  p.  570.  of  the  edi- 
tion of  jerom,  printed  at  Antwerp  in  1578.  The  worths 
of  Marianus  Vidtorius  are  <  Hieronymus  legit,  ficut  h|- 
bet  antiquiflimus  quidam  Gra^cus  Codex,  quem  Triden- 
turn  attulit  Claromoiiiinenfis  Epifcopirs  anno  Domino 

1546,  f«v  aegTO»  bOM  fAtvitv  ittai^',  f«c  'PX®/>*Ai. 

119.  Efpecially,  when  the  ditSerence  of  both  manu- 
fcripis  from  the  commoo  tfxt  confifts.  only  xa  a-fiogll 

•  particle. 
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panicle*  Much  ftronger  evidence  is  rftcAiKite  to^  prove 
the  identity,  than  the  diverfity  of  manuicripts.  If  the 
Bifhop  of  Clermont  had  faid  that  o*jrwf  had  been  wanting 
in  his  manufcript,  we  might  have  jufljy  inferred  that  ii 
was  a  different  manufcript  from  the  Codex  Bcza:,  which 
has  outage.  Bat  if  we  take  the  converts  of  the  propofitioi^ 
and  argue  from  the  prcfence  of  oyrirfc  in  both  to  the  iden- 
tity of  the  MSS.  we  reft  on  very  unftable  ground. 

1 20.  The  woroi  of  Druthmar  are  '  Vi4nibr\|fn  Evan* 
gelii  Grxce  fcriptum,  qui  dicebatur  Santli  Hilarii  fuifTe, 
inquoprimoerant  M atthaeus'et  Johannes,  et  poft  alii  duo. 
Interrogavienim  Euphemium  monachum  cur  hbcitaef- 
fet?  &c«  It  appears  then  that  Drutbmar  exprelTed  his  fllr« 
prife  at  finding  the  Latin  arrangement  of  the  Gofp^ls  in 
a  Greek  manufcript;  inftead  therefore  of  fupptf  ng  that 
there  exifted  many  of  that  kind  in  the  ninth  century,  we 
inuft  conclude  it  to  have  b^en  the  firft,  which  Druthmar 
had  ever  feen.  Nor  is  any  fibjedion  to  be  drawn  Ijroai 
bis  filence,  as  to  the  A6ls,  and  the  Latin  tranflation, 
for  it*does  not  appear  to  have  been  Druthmar's  intcn* 

«*  ^  to  give  ^.  complete  defcription  of  tilt  manufcript : 
s  whole  attention  feetns  to  liave  been  engaged  by  that 
Vircuniftance)  which  appeared  to  him  fo  very  extraordi- 
nary, namely  the  Latin  arrangement  in  a  Greek  manu* 
fcript.  There  is  another  circuroftance  which,  though 
it  does  not  in  itielf  prove  the  identity  of  the  manufcripts, 
may  be  admitted  at  leaft  as  collateral  evidence.  The 
Codex  Bezae  is  the  only  Greek  manufcript  at  prefenc 
known,  which  omits  the  words  ixiropfuo^iMc  ha  fofAxro^f 
Matih.  iv.  4«  and  thefe  very  words  are  omitted^by 
Druthmar,  in  quoting  the  fame  verfe.  See  the  fixth 
chapter  of  bis  Expofitio  in  Matthsum.  printed  in  the 
iecond  volume,  p.  291.  of  the  Nova  bibhotheca  veterum 
Pairum.  PariGis,  1639.  2'Tom.foL  The  text  of  the 
Vulnte  in  this  paffage  is,  Non  in  folo  pane  vivit  homo, 
fed  in  omni  verbo,  quodproc^dii  deore  Dei.  But  Druttw 
iBar*s  quotation  is  like  the  text  of  the  Codex  Bezs,  >f  on 
in  (bio  pane  vivit  homo,  fed  in  omni  verbo  Dei.  And 
ifk  \m  conwcntary  on  this  verfe  be  repeats  ^  verbo  Dei' 

not 
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not  lefe  than  four  limes,  but  takes  not  the  leaft  notice  of 
any  words  like  txitofivofAtvn  hot  rofAato?,  as  being  between 
them,  though  he  explains  in  general  every  word.  This 
example  I  difcoveted  by  accident :  it  is  probable  there- 
fore, that  if  alf  Druthmar's  quotations  were  collated^ 
giore  examples  of  tcoincidence  might  be  found  between 
them,  and  the  leQiones  fingtilares  of  the  Codex  Bezae. 

121.  As  our  author  himfelf  rejeQs>ihc  argument,  it 
is  unnec«ffary  to  quote  it  from  the  Ortcnt.  Bibl. 

PAGE    241. 

122.  Here  Dr.  Ridley  was  certainly  miftakcn,  for  Pro- 
feifor  Adler  has  very  accurately  collated  the  marginal 
readings  of  the  Philoxenian  vcrfion  of  the  four  Gofpels, 
and  in  ttlefe  alone  has  found  not  lefs  than  nineteen  read- 
ings, which  exift  in  no  other  MS.  at  prefent  known  than 
ihe  Codex  Bezae.  See  Adlcr'^  Verfiones  Syriacae,  p.  130. 
and4^ote  97.  to  this  feflion^  where  the  nineteen  examples 
are  enum*erated.  Among  them  is  the  celebrated  addi- 
tion after  Maith.  xx.  28.  ujixnf  ^1  ^tjTfixf,  x.  t,  a.  which  rs 
noted  in  the  rtlargin  of  the  Philoxenian  verfion,  in  Ailf^ 
Codex  Affemanianus  1,  collated  by  Adler  (but  not  in 
Dr.  Ridley's  MS.)  with  a  Syriac  note  made  by  the  edfN 
tor  Thomas,  of  which  the  following  is  a  tranflation,  H:ec 
quidem  in  exemplis  antiquis  in  Luca  tantum  ieguntur, 
capite  LIII.  Inveniuntur  autem  in  exemplis  Grxcis  hoc 
loco:  quapropter  hie  etiam  a  nobis  adjeda  funt.  See 
Adler's  Verf.  Syr.  p,  90.  It  muft  likewifebe  remarked 
that  Adler's  collation  was  confined  to  the  four  Gofpels. 
Iii<lhe  A^s  of  the  Apodles  I  have  obferved  a  great  num- 
ber of  examples :  for  inltance,  Afts  vi.  11.  the  Codex 
Bezae  has  a  pafTage  conGftihg  of  fourteen  words  contained 
in  no  other  manufcript  at  prefent  known,  and  this  very 
paflage  Wetftein  found  in  the  margin  of  Ridley's  manu- 
fcript of  the  Philoxenian  verfion.  See  alfo  Afts  xiv.  4, 
10.  XV.  7.  which  are  examples  of  the  fame  kind.  If 
thA-eforc  we  argue  from  this  coincidence  alone,  we  fhall 
conclude,  that  the  Codex  Bezae  was  collated  at  Alexan- 
dria by  Thomas  of  Harkcl  in  the  feventh  cofeturyf  with 

^  the 
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Ac  ftme  propriety  as  Wetftein  infers  from  a  fimilif  co* 
incidence,  that  it  was  cdllated  in  Italv  by  H:  Stephehsi 
in  the  fixteenih  century.     But  here  again  we  have  ex- 
amples or*diragr^ment,  as  well  as  in  the  former  cafe. 
The  reading  of  the  Codex  Bezae,  Liike  xx.  34.  is  ytww^ 
rai  jcfti  ytUfMo-iir,  *  gignuntur  et  gignynt/  in  which  ic  dif- 
fers from  all  other  Greek  manufcripts  at  prefent  known, 
whick  univerfally  exprefs  the  fenfe  of  '  uxores  ducunt, 
et  nl^tum  dantur,*  though   not  precifely  in  the  fam« 
Greek  words.     Now  there  is  a  Syriac  note  to  this  read- 
ing, in  the  margin  of  the  Philoxbnian  verfion  (fee  p.  ^qcT* 
of  White's  edition)  of  which  the  folfbwing  is  a  tranfla*^ . 
tion.     In  exemplar!  antiqQo  eft  ^  gi^nunt  et  gignuntur,^ 
fed  in  Grd:p  rm  eft.     Since  therefore  Thoma*#xprefsly 
declares,  thftt  a  reading,  which  we  know  to  be  in  the 
Codex  Bczse,  was  not  in  any  of  his  Greek  manufcripts, 
"We  inuft  neceflarily  conclude  that  it  was  not«inPthe  num4 
her  of  Aofe  which  he  collated :  unlefs  we  fay  thy  Tho- 
mas was  here  guilty  of  an  cyerfight,  as  Wetftein  fays  of 
Stepherts,^hcre  the  Codex  Bezae  diiferS  from  ihe  Codex 
Stephani  (3.  ,  *  . 

Two  queftions  ftill  remain  fo  be  examinedj^lhe  one  re- 
lative to  the  place  where,  the  other  to  the  time  when,  the 
Codex  Bezce  was  written.  •Simon,  Mill,  Wetftein,  oii# 
author,  and  moft  other  critics  contend  that  it  was  written 
in  the  Weft  df  Europe,  where  Latin  wjg*  better  under- 
ftood  than  Gr^k,  fince  a  tranflation  would  have  been 
wholly  fuperfluousfif  tKe  njandfcript  had  b^en  written, 
where  the  original  language  of  the  Greek  Teftament 
was  the  language  of  the  country.  Tho  three  firft  of  the 
above-meiuioned  critics  go  fo  far  as  to  affert  that  it  was 
certainly  written,  not  by  a  Greeks  but  by  a  Latin  fcribe; 
which,  they  fay,'appeafrs  partly  from  the  formation  of  the 
letters,  partty  from  the  orthography,  obfervajpic  in  many 
of  the  Greek  #ords.  See  Simon  Hift.  Ccit.  du  Textrf 
du  N.  T.  Ch.  30.  pi  360.  Difl'ertaiion  critique  fuf»les 
MSS.  du  N.  T.  p.  25—33.  .Mill's  Prota^omena,  feB. 
1271.  and  Wetftein':*  Prolegomena,*p.  30.  '  But  the  ar- 
guments which  havQ  been  brought  by  Simon  and  te- 
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peatid  by' Mill,  to  (hew  that  the  Ccxlex  Bezc.vas  writlcft 
hf  a  Latin  fi|;ribe»  eitber  *prMe  •othing,  or  prove  iht 
tery  revjsrle*     One  of  bis  arguments  is  the  following^ 
p.  360.     *  Le  Grcc  et  le  Laim  font  *rits  #une  meme 
main,  et  le  Grec  approche  plus  des  anciennes  lettres  un- 
ciales  des  Latws,  que  de  celles  des  Grecs.     Les  pr^tiy^ 
eres  font  plus  qxjarrees,  au  lieu  que  les  grandes  lettfes 
des  Grecs  font  pigs  longues  et  plus  maigres/     Hmc  S|- 
Hon  feems  to  have  been  ignorant,  that  the  long  ami  nar^ 
•  row  Oiape  of  the  Greek  unci&l  letters  was  not  introduced 
liiefore  the  eighth  century,  (Montfaucon  Palaeograpbraf 
p.  ^30.)  and  that  tite  fquare  form,  which  is  obfervable  in 
the  Codex  Bezse,  is  found  ia  the  moft  ancient  Greek 
infcnptiona.     This  argument  therefore  {^o^s  nothing. 
Another'obfervation,  which  he  makes  in  tbt  Tame  page, 
lead!  rather  to  an  oppofite  conclufion.     '  Le  Grec  et 
If  Latin  fb^^t  ecrits  d'une  meme  main^  et  d*une  lettr^ 
tout  a  fait  femblable;  enlbrte  qu'il  y  a  men|9-i|uelque 
fois  des^Iettres  purement  Grocques  dam  le  Latin.     From 
tHis  laflr  aircunAance  one  mighV  rather  coiftlude  that 
.  the  Coiex  BeaHe  was  writteaby  a  man,  who  was  more 
•ccuftome(l  to  write  Greek-tnan  Latin,  and  it  appears  fo 
on  examining  the  manufcript  itfelf.     1^  would  rather  ac- 
f^de  therefoft  to  the  opinioftof  Griefbacb,  who  (ays  in 
his  Symbol®,  p,  Ivii.     <  Charader  Onecus  fatis  eiegans 
non  prodit  fcriiiam  latinum  i  imo  elegan^Dres  fere  funi 
grcecarum   quUm*  latinarum   literarum  9udus.'      And 
again,  p.  Ixii.   ^  Codex  k  Hf^ci  libfkrio  exaratus,  &c.* 
But  the*Codex  Bezos  might  Hill  have  been  written  in 
Italy,  or  in  forac  other  part  oF^he  Weft  of  Europe  where 
Latin  was  fpokfe,  fince  it  is  highly  probablei|iat  Greek 
fcribes  were  employed  i^  Ilaly  h)r  copying  ureek^bookk^ 
TJiis  opinion  is  fupported  not  dDly  b^  Sioion,  Mill, 
Wetftein,  our  author,  and  moft  other  criiicsi  but  is  like- 
wife  #eCendbd  by  Montfaucon,  who  is%ne  of  ihe  beft 
judfes  oC  amiquity  that  ever  fhcifted#  '*It  is  true  that  be 
does  not  expcMkly  treat  (*f  ^he  Codex  Bezas,  but%b«tfae 
fays  of  the  Codex  Claromontanus  (Paleogfaphia,  p.  aiy) 
is.4pplicable  to  the  former  3  Uv  th^y  fo  nearly  refemMe 
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each  otber^  as  to  tftve  been  taken,  though  erroneou&]% 
for  pans  of  the  fame  whole.  Now.the  Codex  Claromon* 
tanJl  appears  to  have  been  written  in  a  country,  that 
was  under  the  aiuhority  of  tht  church  of  Rome ;  for  the 
epiftle  to  the  Hebrews  is  written  at  the  end,  and  (as  I 
have  been  informed  by  a  friend,  who  has  lately  examined 
it)  even  by  a^later  han(].  See  Simon  Hid.  chu  cki  Texte 
du  N.  T.  p.  362.     And  as  the  epiftle  to  the  Hebrew|| 
was  always  admitted  by«ihe  Greek  church,  but  wds  t^ 
*  jefled  by  the  church  of  Rdme  during  fome  time,  and 
When  admitted  was  placed  at  the  end  of  St.  Paul's  £]n^ 
ties,  noc  before  the  epiftles  to  Timothy,   Titus,  and 
Philemon,  as  in  the  Codex  Alexandrinus,  and  other 
manufcripts  written  under  tbe^ authority  of  the  Greek 
church,  Simon  and   Montfaucon   concluded,  as  woH 
from  this  circumftance,  as  from  the  Latin  tranflatton^ 
that  the  Codex  Claromontanus  was  written  in  the  Weft 
of  Europe.     If  we  argue  therefore  by  analogy,  vre  (haU 
conclude  the  fame  of  the  Codex  Bezas  :  at  leaft  we  may 
infer  that  it  might  have  been  written  in  the  Weft  of  Eu- 
rope, as  it  fo  nearly  refembles  a  manufcfipt  that  was  fo« 
If  it  be  obje£ted,  that  the  Latin  letters  both  in  the  Cpdex 
Clargmor^nus,  and  Codex  BezSi  are  very  different  from 
thofeobfervable  in  the  Augienfis,  and  Boernerianus,  mft- 
nuibripts  confeffedly  written  in  the  Weft  of  Europe,  we 
may  reply,  that  chefe  are  much  lefs  ancient  than  the  two 
former,  and  admit  therefore  of  no  comparifpn  ;  the  for- 
mer having  the  Latin  text  in  uncial  letters,  the  latter  ini 
current  hand.     That  Latin  chara£iers  nearly  of  the  fame 
form  as  thofc  of  the  Codex  Bezac  and  Codex  ClaromoA*- 
tanus,  were  ufed  before  the  feventh  century  by  Latin 
tranfcribers  themfelvcs,  is  evident  from  the  fpecimens 
which  have  been  given  by  Mabillon  and  Blancbini.  '  ^o 
man  will  fuppofe  chat  purely  Latin  manufcripts,  without 
the  addition  of  a  Greek  text,  weieevQr  i^rritten  in  Greece; 
yet  Mabillon  and  Blandlini  have  ^reduced  many  fpeci- 
mens of  ancv^nt  Latin  MSS.  in  uncial  letters,  wh|ph  re- 
femble  thofe  pf^he  Codex  Bezae.     See  Mabillon  de  rp 
diplomatically  355.  257.  Blancbini  Evan^eliarium  Qua- 
Vol.  II.  Y  y  drupiex. 
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itruplex,  P.  L  p.  531.  plate  2d.  an4^4th.  P.  II.  p.  588. 
plate  ad.  and  page  600.  plaie  ill,  id.  and  7ih.  See 
•Ifo  iVftk's  Origin  and  Progrcfs  of  Writing,^.  82.  "ftiere 
is  no  preruni|:tion  tliereik)re  whatfoev^r  a  priori  againft 
the  opinion  that  the  Cudex  Bezs  was  vritieo  in  the  Weft 
of  Europe ;  and  when  ye  take  into  conGderation  the  two 
followiflg-circumftanccs,  it  will  ^appear  hl|hly  probable 
t^bt  it  adually  was  fo.  1.  The  Latin  cranOaiion  was 
added  with  no  oiher  view,  thaa^s  a  mean  of  making  the 
original  intelligible  to  thofe^  who  were  not  {killed  in  the 
^reek ;  and  it  was  not  added  merely  in  confequence*of 
the  high  authority  of  the  church,  which  ufed  it.  For  in 
that  cafe  the  tranfcriber  wou^d  have  adopted  fome  cfta- 
bliOied  text,  from  which»he  would  have  nev«c  deviated, 
^whereas  the  Latin  text  of  the  Codex  Bezse  il  found  in 
no  Latin  manufcript,  either  ancient  or  modern.  It 
has  omidions,  inverfions,  and  interpolations^  in  which  h 
agrees  with  the  Greek  text  to  which  it  is  added,  but  in 
which  it  differs  from  all  other  manufcripts,  whether  Greek 
6t  Latin*  Now  this  tranflation  would>have  been  wholly 
•fuperfluous^iribemanurcript  had  been  written  for  tbeufe 
of  a  Greek,  td  whom  a  Latin  cranQation  was  unoecef- 
fary,  and  ftill  more  fo,  if  written  in  £gypt^  as  father 
Georgi  (Fragm.  Grasco-Copto-Thebaicum,  p«i99-)^up* 
pdk'^j  where  Latin  was  unknown.  2,  The  uoipels  in 
the  Codex  Bezaeare  written  in  the  following  order,  Mat- 
thew, John,  Luke,  Mark.  This  arrangement  was  never 
admitted  by  the  Greek  church,  or  in  any  country  fubjcfk 
to  its  authority,  but  was  the  common  arrangement  of 
iIjC  ancient  Latin  manufcripts,  a?  appears  from  the  Evan- 
geliariuai  Quadrupkx.  From  all  ihefe  circumftances  it 
ieems  rcafonable  to  conclude  that  the  Codex  fiezas  was 
wfiifen  in  the  Weft  of  Europe,  in  a  country  where  Latin 
vas  better  undcrftood  than  Gieck,  and  which  waa  fub- 
jcd  to  the  autbouty  of  ibe  church  of  Rome.  It  is  trae 
;hat  the  word  ANAIWX>£MA,^hich  is  very  frequently 
wiilt^i  in  the  margin  of  the  Greek  text,  ^nd  in  uncial 
letters,  (hews  that  it  was  ufed  ui  an  eariy  itaA  as  a  Lee* 
tionarium  in  fbme  Cictk  cburcb.    But  ibar^rcumltance 
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proves  nothing,  becaufe  the  Ay»ypti(r(xctr»  were  not  wficteii 
hy  the  original  copyift,  bat  added  by  a  different  hand^ 
as  Griefbach  hasnghtJyobfcrved  in  his  Symbolte^  p.  Ivii. 
A  manufcript  written  in  one  country  rhay  be  eafily  tranf- 
ported  into  another ;  the  Codex  Alexandrinus,  in  the 
coinpafs  of  a  few  years,  was  in  Alexandria,  Conftanti- 
nople  and  London  ;  and  that  the  Codex  Bezos  has  been 
fubjeA  to  feveral  migrations  is  not  improbable  from  the 
various  corredions  both  in  the  Greek  and  in  the  Latin 
texts.  Griefbach  in  his  Symbolae,  p;  Ixii.  fays,  Codex  a 
GrsBCO  librario  exaracus  e  grsscoruin  manibus  (aepius  in 
larinorum  roanus  perxTnit,  et  viciflim  aliquoties  ad  Grse-^ 
cos  rediit,  aut  pofljflbres  faltem  habuit  plures  utriufqya 
lingiise  gnaros. 

Another hypothefis  may  be  propofed,  which  will  fulve  tlie 
feveral  phsenomena  relative  to  the  Codex  Bczae,  as  eafiiy, 
or  perhaps  more  fo  than  the  preceding:  namely,  that  it  was 
written  either  at  Conflantinople,  or  in  fome  city  of  the 
Greek  empirein  Europe,fortheufeof  fomeperfon  orcom*- 
munity  belonging  to  the  Latin  church,  between  the  time 
of  Conftancine,  and  the  final  feparaiion  of  the  Greek  and 
Latin  churches.  Daring  this  period,  it  is  probable  that 
many  I^tin  families  removed  from  Italy,  and  fettled  in 
fome  of  the  principal  cities  of  Greece ;  and  perhaps  whple 
communities  attached  to  the  Latin  Church  exifted  in 
Conftantinople,  foraconfiderable  time  after  the  removal 
of  the  feat  of  Empire.  Now  the  Codex  Bezte  is  exaflly 
fuch  a  manufcript  as  we  may  fuppofe  to  have  been  writ« 
ten  for  the' life  either  of  a  Latin, community,  or  fome 
perfon  of  diftinftion,  fettled  in  a  city  of  the  Greek  em- 
pire. In  a  MS.  of  this  kiffd  we  [liould  naturally  exped: 
the  hand  writing  of  a  Greek  fcribe,  that  a  Latin  tratifla- 
lion  woiild  be  added  to  the  Greek  text,  and  that  the 
Latin  order  would  be  obferved  in  the  arrangement^of  the 
four  Gofpels :  all  which  we  find  in  the  Codex  Bez0« 
The  fame  hypothefis  likewife  accounts  for  the  addition 
of  the  etumymriAoiTay  the  additions  and  corrections,  which 
have  been  made  by  different  hands,  both  in  the  Greek  an  J 
Latin  texts,  and  the  various  marginal  annoiationsymany  of 

Y  y  2  ^     w»^ich 


.  I 


^12  NOTES   TO   CHAP.   VI  tk  »£CT.   VI. 

which  arc  in  barbarous  Greek>and  in  a  modernhand^with^ 
out  having  recourfe  to  the  additional  fuppofition  that  the 
manufcript  has  travelled  backwards  and  forwards  from  the 
Weft  to  tbeEaft  of  Europe,in  order  to  account  for  the  fe* 
veral  phfenonoena  obfervable  in  this  MS.  It  was  brought 
perhaps  toward  the  clofe  of  the  Greek  empire  from 
Greece  into  Italy,  where  it  was  collated  by  Henry  Ste- 
phens, if  it  is  the  fame  as  the  Codex  Stephani  |3>  before 
it  came  into  the  hands  of  Theodore  Bezae.  I  am  aware 
that  an  objection  may  be  made  to  the  preceding  hypo- 
thefis,  drawn  from  the  text  itfelf  of  the  Codex  Bezse.  It 
^raay  be  faid,  that  if  the  Codex  Bexte  bad  been  written  in 
Greece,  we  (hould  probably  have  found  in  it  the  read* 
ings  of  the  Greek  edition,  or  what  Semler  and  Griefbach 
cilf  the  Recenfio  Conftantinopolitana ;  whereas  it  is 
known  that  the  Codex  Bez®  contains  readings  of  a  very 
different  kind.  But  independently  of  the  circumftance 
that  all  the  manufcripts  of  what  is  called  the  Greek  or 
Bvzantine  edition,  are  much  more  modern  than  the  Co^* 
dex  Bezae,  we  muft  not  forget  that  a  manufcript  written 
in  one  country  may  be  copied  from  a  manufcript  that 
was  written  in  another  :  and  if  we  argue  from  the  read- 
ings of  the  Codex  Bezse  to  the  place,  where  it  was  writ- 
ten, we  may  concludd^  that  it  was  written  either  in  Sy* 
ria,  or  in  Egypt:  for  in  many  inftances,  where  it  de- 
parts from  all  other  Greek  manufcripts,  it  agrees  with 
the  old  Syriac,  the  marginal  readings  of  the  new  Syriac, 
the  Coptic  verlion,  and  the  quotations  of  Origcn.  We 
need  therefore  make  only  one  addition  to  the  laft-men- 
tioned  hypothefis,  ah  addition  which  agrees  with  the 
opinion  of  Dr.  Semler,  and  ifc  (hall  folve  every  pheno- 
menon relative  to  the  manuTcript  in  queftion:  namely, 
that  the  writer  of  the  Codex  Bezse  ufed  feveral  Greek 
manufcripts,  from  which  he  Telexed  thofe  readings  which 
appeared  to  him  to  be  the  bed,  and  that  one  of  thofe 
manufcripts  was  of  the  Alexandrine  edition. 

The  antiquity  of  the  Codex  Bezte  is  a  mattejr  a^^ilfi- 
cult  to  determine,  with  any  precifion,  as  th^  foregoing 
queflion.     If  we  argue  from  the  internal  evidence  of  the 

text. 
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text,  an(l  conclude  from  the  antiquity  of  its  readings, 
chat  isy  frond  the  circumftance  that  the  Codex  fiezae  is 
free  from  many  fpurious  additions  and  alterations,  that 
were  introduced  into  the  more  modern  Greek  manu« 
fcripts,  (though  it  has  others  of  a  different  kind  not 
found  in  modern  manufcripts,)  the  inference  to  be  de- 
duced is,  not  that  the  manufcripc  itfelf  is  ai|oien||  bul 
only  that  it  has  a  very  ancient  text^  a  matter,  wftich 
is  of  much  greater  importance  than  the  antiquity  of 
the  vellum,  and  of  the  ink.  See  the  latter  part  qf 
Note  ii.  That  it  was  written  before  the  eighth  cen^^ 
tury  is  certain,  as  appears  from  the  fhape  of  the  let-* 
ters,  the  want  of  intervals  between  the  words,  and  of 
accents,  and  marks  of  afpiration.  For  in  the  eighth 
century  tl^  Greek  uncial  chara6lers  degenerated  from 
the  fquare  and  round  form^  which  is  feen  in  the  Codex 
Bezae,  to  an  oblong  fhape;  marks  of  afpiration  and  ac- 
cents were  added,  and  the  elegance  of  writing  confider* 
ably  decreafed.  See  Montfaucon  Palasographia  Grxca, 
Lib.  III.  cap.  vi.  Secondly,  it  appears  from  comparing 
the  letters  of  the  Codex  fiezas  with  the  Greek  infcrip- 
tions  given  by  Montfaucon,  p.  158 — 175.  not  only  that 
it  muft  be  more  ancient  than  the  eighth  century,  but 
that  it  may  be  as  ancient  as  the  fixth,  the  fifth,  or  even 
the  fourth  century.  No  infcripdon  however  comes  fo 
near  to  it  in  the  ihape  of  its  chara£lers,  as  that  which 
Montfaucon  has  given,  p.  174.  N\  1.  an  infcription 
which  was  engraved  about  the  middle  of  the  fixth  cen« 
tury,  in  the  reign  of  Juftinian.  The  letters  of  this  in«- 
fcription  and  of  the  Codex  JBezse  are  very,  nearly^.atike, 
both  in  form  and  proportion,  and  the  only  material  4if«> 
ference  is  in  the  Alpha,  which  in  the  former  is  made 
thus  A,  in  tlie  latter  thus  A  •  But  this  is  no  argument 
againfl  the  mitiquity  of  the  manufcript^  for  though  the 
former  fhape  is  the  moft  ancient,  yet  the  latter  was  in- 
troduced in  a  fifry  early  age  into  manufcripts,  btcaufe 
it  might  be  made  with  only  two  flrokes  of  the  pen,  whi}e 
iTie  latter,  which  requiped  three  flrokes  of  the  pen,  and 
was  therefore  rcjefled  from  manufcripts,  was  retained  io 
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infcriptions,  becaufe  it  was  more  eafy  to  be  cut  by  the 
chlflel.  See  the  Palaeographia  Graeca,  p.  152.  Nor  i$ 
there  any  great  diffimilarity  between  the  letters  of  the 
Codex  Bezse,  and  an  infcription  given  by  Montfaucon,- 
p.  170.  i^'hich  bears  indeed  no  date,  but  which  Monu 
faucoR,  ^.  i68.  fays  may  certainly  be  referred  '  ad  Au* 
guftorum  priora  fascuia/  It  appears  therefore,  from 
compariilg  the  Codex  Bezse  with  Greek  infcriptions  of 
different  ages,  that  it  cannot  have  been  written  later  than 
the  (ixth  century,  and  that  it  may  have  been  written  even 
two  or  three  centuries  earlier.  We  mod  in  the  next 
place  therefore  examine^  whether  this  poflibility  may  be 
made  to  amount  to  a  probability.  The  tawny  colour  of 
the  ink  difcovers  indeed  the  higheft  antiquity;  but,  if 
two  manufcripts  were  written  with  the  fame  i^k,  the  one 
in  the  fourth,  the  other  in  the  Cxth  century,  they  would 
probably  be  faded  at  prefent  in  a  nearly  equal  degree, 
and  the  difference  between  twelve  and  fourteen  hundred 
years  would  hardly  be  fuilicient  to  enable  us  to  difcover 
at  prefent  any  difference  in  ihc  colour,  Belides,  as  foroe 
inks  are  mpre  durable  than  others,  the  letters  of  a  mo- 
dern manufcript  may  be  more  faded  than  thofeof  amore 
ancient  manufcript.  But  a  probable  argument  may  be 
derived  from  the  chapters  and  fedions,  into  which  the 
ancient  manufcripts  of  the  Greek  Teftament  were  ufually 
divided.  This  argument  I  do  not  mean  to  produce  as 
a^new  one,  for  it  has  been  applied  by  Grabe,  Caflcy, 
and  Woide,  to  the  Codex  Alcxandrinus,  and  by  Hich- 
.  tel  to  the  Code^  Vaticdnus.  It  it  well  known  to  thofe 
who  ijiire  convcrfant  in  manufcripts  of  the  Greek  Tefta- 
tnent,  that  the  four  Gofpcls  are  divided  into  greater  and 
fmalier  portions,  the  tone  caHcd  T«rAoc,  the  other  iMfa- 
Xaioy,  in  the  fame  manner,  though  in  diffefent  propor* 
tion.«,  as  we  divide  them  into  chapters  and%erfes.  The 
TirXoi,  or  the  larger  portions,  were  generally  marked  in 
the  tipper  margin;  the  vs^jiXam,  or,||^  they  arc  be* 
quently  called,  the  Ammonian  fe6iuns,  were  alwavs 
marked  at  the  fide,  and  to  tfai^fe  fediuns  £ufebius 
adapted  his  ten  tdbies,  or  harmony  of' the  Gufpejs,  to 
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which  he  rererred  by  wriung,  under  each  of  the  Greek 
letters  or  numbers  exprefllvc^f  the  Ammonian  feQionsi 
letters  which  denoted  that  .table,  where  the  fedion  was 
to  be  fought*  Tbofe  who  have  not  accefs  to  Greek 
nanufcHpts,  will  (iixl  this  very  clearly  reprefeoted,  either 
in  Stephens's  edition  of  ^550,  or  in  Kuller''s  edition  of 
Mill's  Greek  Tettament.  The  Aa$  of  the  Apoftles, 
and  the*  Epifties,  were  likewife  divided  into  fed^ons, 
which  are  called  from  the  inventor  the  feQions  of  £14- 
dialius ;  and  they  were  noted  in  the  margin  by  letters^ 
in  the  fame  manner  as  the  Ammonian  fe£lions  in  the 
Gor(fch.  Now  as  the  Eutbalian  feftions  are  not  marked 
in  the  margin  of  the  A£ls  of  the  Apoftles,  and  the  Epif* 
ties,  in  the  Codex  Alexandrinus,  though  (he-nrXoi  and 
HifmXaua  are  noted  in  the  Gofpcls,  Grabe  fn  his  Prole- 
gomena to  the  Septuagint,  Cafley  in  his  Catalogue  of 
the  KingS  maDufcripts,  and  Woide  in  his  Preface  to  the 
Codex  Alexandrinus,  contend  that  the  Codex  Alexaa* 
drinus  was  written  before  Euthalius  had  introduced  thoKr 
feQions,  that  is  before  the  year  396.  3*ui  this  is  much 
too  hafiy  a  conclufioo,  fince  a  confiderable  time  might 
have  dapfed  after  the  year  396,  before  thbfe  feftions  were 
brougnt  into  general  ufe.  Befides,  though  no  fe£lions 
are  marked  in  the  margin  of  the  Codex  Alexandrinus, 
in  the  AQis  and  the  Epillles,  yet  the  text  i((elf  is  very 
<liftin£lly  divided  into  fedions,  by  hjanbfpaces  at  the 
end  of  each  fe8ion)  and  by  large  letters  written  Jn  the 
inargi%at  the  beginning  of  each  feUipn.  Thefe  fee- 
lions  amount  in  the  Codex  Alex,  in  the  A6l$  of  the 
Apoftles  to  427,  as  may  be  fee^  on  counting  them  in 
Woide*s  edition.  It  appears  from  the  lid  of  xi^pJiAtfe^, 
prefixed  to  the  AQs  of  ^ihe  Apo(lle$«  in  Stephens's  edi- 
tion of  1550,  and  KU iter's  edition  of  Mill,  that  the 
common  Greek  chapters,  or  Euthalian  feftions,  amount-  . 
ed  only  to  40  in  the  A6\s  of  the  Apoflles.  Now  the 
divifion  into  fmaller  portions,  was  probably  later  than 
the  diviiion  into  Jarger  portions;  and  the  portions  into 
which  the  Ads  of  the  Apoflles  are  divided  in  the  Codex 
Aiexandrinus,  ap^ars  to  be  noihiog  more  than  a  fub*- 
divifion  of  the  Euthalian  fe^tions,  for  I  have  compared  ^ 
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them  in  nearly  one  half  of  the  book,  and  foand  in  every 
inftance,  that,  where  an  Eu#ialian  feftion  begtns^  a  new 
fe^ion  begins  in  the  Codex  Alexandrinus,  exoept  in  one 
inftance,  which  is  of  little  importance,  namely,  A8s 
viii*  20.  where  an  Euthalian  &6lion  ends,  whereas  tne 
correfponding  fe&ion  in  the  Codex  Alex,  ends  wjth  the 
next  verfe.  Upon  the  whole,  however,  the  iiriter  of 
ihe  Codex  Alex,  appears  to  have  been  acquainted  with 
the  Euthalian  divifion^  and  WoideV  argument  is  incon* 
cluGve. 

If  we  apply  the  fame  argument  10  the  Codex  BezsBy 
we  fhall  meet  with  the  fame  objedion.  For  thdu^h  no 
fedions  are  noted  in  the  mai^in,  yet  the  text  itfelf  is 
divided  into  feQions,  which  are  denoted,  not  by  blank 
fpaces,  as  in  the  Codex  Alexandynus,  but  by  the  irft 
word  of  each  fe£ltion  being  fo  written,  that  the  firft  letter 
fiands  in  the  margin,  which  is  fometimes  greater,  but 
i^  general  of  the  fame  fize  with  the  other  letters.  Now 
'tfiele  fedions  are  not  the  fame  as  thofe  in  the  Codex  Alex* 
andrinus,  but  the  number  of  them  is  nearly  the  fame 
in  both  manufcripts;  and,'  as  I  have  found  on  examin* 
ing  the  Codex  Bezss,  that  wherever  an  £uthalian/e£iion 
commences,  a  new  feftion  begins  in  the  Codex  Bezac, 
it  appears  that  the  fe^ions  of  thefe  two  manufcripts  in 
the  A^s  of  the  Apoftles,  are  only  different  fubdivifions 
of  the  Euthalfcin  fedions.  This  argument  therefore,  in<- 
ftead  of  beiftg  favourable  to  the  Codex  Alexandrinus^ 
and  the  Codex  Jiezee,  is  rather  aft  argument  tha^ipieither 
of  them  were  written  before  the  fifth  century. 

Another  argumentj^  which  I  will  confider  independ- 
43|itty  of  the  forptfer,  may  be  deduced  from  the  divifions 
in  the  four  GofpeU.  The  nr^i  of  Eufebius  are  wholly 
unnoticed  in  the  margin  of  the  Codex  Bezae,  and  the 
xipetXatei,  or  Ammonian  feflions,  are  not  accompa- 
nied with  the  references  to  the  canons  of  Eufebius. 
This  is  obferyed  by  Mill,  in  his  Prolegomena,  §  127 1. 
who  fuppofcs  that  thefe  references  were  omitted  through 
forgetfulnefs,  .which  cannot  havie  been  the  reafon,  fcc- 
caule  the  fcftiolis  arc  fometimes  writteft  foi:lofe  togetbbr^ 
a*  to  leave  no  room  for  a  reference  between  them.     I 

have 
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have  thought  ^t  extraordinary  that  he  did  not  rather 
deduce  this  very  obvious  inference  from  the  omiffion  of 
thefe  references  to  the  canons  of  Eufebius,  that  the  Co- 
dex  BeEx  was  written,  not  indeed  before  the  time  of 
Eufebius,  but  before  the  tables  which  he  invented  were 
brought  intd  general  ufe ;  and  as  Eufebius  was  a  man 
of  fo  diftinguifhed  a  charafter,  and  we  know  that  Jerom 
himfelf  adopted  thefe  canons,  (Hieronym.  Praef.  in  iv 
Evang.  dd  Daimfum)  we  might  fuppofethat  they  were 
adopted  in  general*  within  an  hundred  years  after  tbeir 
invention.  *  Tbis  argument  therefore,  if  no  obje£lion 
CQnld  be  made  to  it,  would  prove  that  the  Codex  BezsK 
could  not  Imve-been  written  later  than  the  middle  of  the 
fifth  century.  But  I  have  fince  difcoveiti  the  reafon 
#hy  Mill  did  not  apply  this  argument,  for  he  relates, 
^  S^^.  that  he  had  feen  feveral  other  manufcripts  of  the 
Gofpels,  befide  the  Codex  Bezse,  which  have  the  Am- 
niooian  fe3rons  without  the  references  to  the  canons  of 
Eufebius.  He  has  not  mentioned  any  one  in  particular, 
but  I  have  feen  two  in  the  Univerfity  Library  at  Cam<i> 
bridge,  marked  Dd.  9.  69.  and  Mm.  6.  9.  the  former 
of  which  is  the  Codex  Mori  i.  a  MS.  in  Trinity  CoK 
lege  Library,  marked  B,  10,  6.  and  the  Cod.  Gonvilli  ec 
Caii,  all  written  in  the  common  fmall  Greek  charaQer, 
and  at  lead  fix  hundred  years  after  the  time  of  Eufebius, 
in  which  the  Ammonian  feQions  are  written  in  the  mar- 
gin, without  any  reference  to  the  canons  of  Eufebius. 
Their  abfenca  therefore  from  the  Codex  Bezas  aiFords  no 
abfolute  pi^of  of  its  antiquity. 

But  there  is  another  circumftance  to  be  taken  into 
the  account,  relative  to  the  Ammonian  feftions  in  the 
Codex  Bczae,  namely,  that  they  were  noted  in  the  mar- 
gin by  a  different,  and  of  courfe  later  hand,  than  that 
which  wrote  the  manufcripc  itfelf.  This  is  alTerted  by 
Mill,  Wetftein,  and  Grielbach,  who  have  ail  examined 
the  manufcripi.  See  Mill's  Prolegomena,^  %(i&^  1271. 
Wcifteiu's  Prolegomena,  p.  gt,  ajid  Grielbach's  Syra- 
bole  critical,  p.  Iviii.  And  that  their  aireriion  is  founded 
ou  the  truth,  appears  from  |in  examination  of  the  manu- 

fcript 
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fcript  itfeir.  For  though  the  Araroon]|n  fedions  are 
noted  in  the  margin  with  the  fame  ^uncial  letters,  as  are 
uPed  in  the  text,  and  the  ink  is  in  both  places  of  the 
fame  lawny  coloui*,  yet  the  letters  in  the  margin  ane 
fomewhat  (mailer  than  thofe  in  the  text,  and  fome  oC 
the  former,  when  clofely  examined,  manifeftty  differ  Frooi 
thofe  in  the  latter,  efpecially  the  fino-njubov,  that  denotes  the 
number  fix,  which  in  the  margin  has  always  the  follow- 
ing mark  9»  ^tit  in  the  text  is  written  4hus  I^,*  which  is 
prpbably  the  mod  ancient  mark,  it  4)i^ing  compounded 
of  y*  and  L,  the  one  an  ereft,  the  otfcer  an  inverted 
gamma,  as  X  is  compounded  of  V  and  A :  an  inftaiyre 
of  this  kind  is  Mark  xv.  23.  where  it  may  he  obferved 
that  Wetftiili  .has  copied  erroneoufly,  and  written  r* 
inftead  of  ]^,  by  which  means  he 'has  converted  ailik 
into  Tfiltif,  a  reading  found  in  no  MS.  whatfoever,  and 
^  fexta'  is  written  in  the  Latin  at  full  length.  It  is  Jike- 
wife  certain  that  the  writer  of  jthe  Cod.  Bezacdid  not  intend 
that  the  text  fhould  be  divided  into  the  Ammonian  fee- 
tions,  for  he  has  aQually  divided  it  into  fe£lions  of  a 
totally  different  kind.  They  are  denoted  by  the  firft 
word  of  each  fe3ion  projefiing  into  the  margin,  fo  that 
the  Brft  letter  Hands  out  of  the  text,  but  is  contiguous 
to  the  fbcond  letter,  and  is  generally  of  (|}e  fame  fize 
with  the  reft,  though  it  is  fgmetimes  lifger.  Thefe 
fedions  amount  in  the  Gofpel  of  St.  Mark  to  153,  as  I 
have  found  after  counting  them  twice,  whereas  the  Am- 
monian fe£)ions  in  that  Gofpel  amount  to  236,  which 
is  nearly  double  the  number.  It  is  true  thatuhe  fe£iioiifi 
formed  by  the  text,  correfpond  fometimes  to  thofe  noted 
in  the  margin,  that  is  the  Ammonian  feBions,  but  they 
much  more  ftcquently  do  not,  fo  that  their  coincidence 
in  certain  cafes  clearly  arifes  from  no  other  circum- 
Aance,  than  that  both  are  divifions  of  the  text  according 
to  the  fenfe,  and  being  very  numerous,- mud  of  courfe 
'fometimes  coincide.  Another  proof,  that  the  writer  of 
the  Codex  Bezae  did  not  intend  to  mSrk  the  Ammonian 
feclions,  is,  thsit  an  Ammonian  fedlion  frequently  begins 
in  the  middle  of  the  line,  whereas  thofe  which  I  have 

mentioned 
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mentioned  above  commence  always  at  the  beginning  of 
the  line.  And  though  the  perfon  who  added  the  Am- 
monian  fedi^s,  has  cdnflan(ly  tadded  two  dots  (:)  be- 
fore the  word  which  begins  the  fcQion,  yet  the  interval 
is  frequently  fo  fmall  between  it  and  the  preceding  word^ 
that  he  was  obliged  to  add  them  nearly  at  the  top  of  the 
letter.  For  inftance,  in  St.  John's  Gofpel^  the  Ammo* 
nian  feQion  A  A  begins^  with  the  words  oriiCT6YCOta 
eiCYOMyiON,  John  iii.  36.  bjjt  the  letter  O  is  fo  near 
to  thelafl  letter  of  the  preceding  word,  that  it  was  necef- 
fary  to  add  the  two  dots  at  the  tdp  of  the  line^  in  a  man- 
ner  which  I  cannot  reprefent  by  types. 

From  all  thefe  circuinftances  it  is  certaif^  that  the 
writer  of  the  Codex  Bezac  neiiher  did  note,  nor  intend 
to  note,  the  Ammonian  feflions :  nor  are  they  accu- 
rately noted  even  by  the  perFon,  who  afterwards  add^ 
them,  for  they  frequentfy  difagree  in  pofition  with  the 
Codex  Alexandrinus,  which  we  mud  conclude  in  this 
cafe  to  be  accurate,  bccaufe  they  are  not  only  marked 
in  the  margin,  but  determined  by  blank  fpaces  id  the 
text  itfelf.  Now  the  queftion  to  be  examined  iS|  what 
argument  can  be  deduced  from  the  above-mentioned 
omiflion,  in  refped  to  the  antiquity  of  the  manufqript 
in  queftion  ?  If  we  conclude  that  it  was  writttn  before 
tbe  invention  of  the.  Ammonian  felons,  we  fhall  refer 
it  to 'the  beginning  of  the  third/ or  the  end  of  the  fe- 
cond  century :  a  cdiiclufion  whicn  ifould  be  rather  too 
hafty,  becaufe  a  confiderable  time  might  hav?  elajied 
before  their  ufe  was  become  g^ieral.  But  finc?b  thefe 
divifions  were  adopted  and  recommended  by  Eufebius 
in  the  fourth  century,  an4  likewife  by  Jerom  at  the  end 
of  the  fame,  and  beginning  of  the  following  century, 
ihey  muft  have  been  univerfally  known  before  the  clofc 
of  the  fifth.  Miid  though  itjmay  be  faid,  that  the  Writer 
of  the  Codex  Bezsc  muft  have  copied  from  Tome  more 
ancient  manufcript,  and  might  tranfcribe  therefore  th« 
old,  long  after  the  new  divifions  weie  introduced,  we 
may  reply,  ih*Jt  as  the  Codex  Bezac  is  written  in  a  fplen- 
dtd  and  expenfive  manner,  it  is  probable  that  the  perfon 
or  perfons  for  whom  it  was  written,  would  have  chofeit 

that 
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that  fuch  chapters  or  fdStions  fliould  be  obferved  in  tti 
as  were  in  general  ufe,  at  the  time  when  it  was  written. 
I  r  we  argue  therefore  fr#m  the  omiflion  of  tne  Ammoniah 
fedions,  we  may  fairly  conclude,  that  the  Codex  Bezs 
is  at  leaft  as  ancient  as  the  (ifih  century.  But  as  thb 
writer  of  this  manufcript  has  adopted  fefiionsin  the  Ads 
of  the  Apoflles,  which  imply  the  previous  exiftence  of 
the  Euthalian  fe6iions,  I  would  not  afcribe  to  it  a  greater 
antiquity. 

With  refpeft  to  the  comparative  antiquity  of  the  Cod. 
Bezac  with  that  of  other  manufcripts,  we  may  fafely  af- 
fert,  that  no  one  can  be  put  in  competition  with  it,  except 
the  CodemVaticanus.  The  mqit  ancient  Greek  manu- 
fcripts,  (I  mean  thofe  only  which  are  quoted  by  Wet- 
ftein  (befide  thefclwo,  have,  according  to  Wetftein, 
(Prol.  p.  6.)  the  ufual  nrXoi  and  ^^^aXaia.  We  may  fup- 
pofe  therefore  that  thofe,  which  have  more  ancient  divi- 
iions,  and  have  other  marks  which  denote  the  greateft 
antiquity,  are  in  this  refpe6l  entitled  to  the  higheft  rank. 
If  it  fte  diked,  to  which  of  thefe  the  precedence  is  due^  1 
l^ouldtinfwer,  to  the  Codex  Bezas,  for  the  Codex  Vaticanus 
has  accents,  and  marks  of  afpiration,  which  were  added 
by  the  perfon  who  wrote  the  manufcript  itfelf.  See  Birch 
Prolegomena,  p.  14. 

■    ■ 

JPACE     241, 
t  ♦ 

423.  Yhat  Miiri  cxtra3s  are  frequently  defedive,  and 
fometiHies  erroneous,  appears  from  a  new  collation  that 
was  made  about  the  year  1733.  by  Mr.  Dickenfon  of  St, 
John's  College.  This  collation  is  at  prefent  in  the  li- 
brary of  Jefus  College,  where  it  is  marked  O,  0,  2.  In 
Wetftcin's  extraQs  likewife  are  many  errors,  as  appean 
from  comparing  them  with  dke  manufcrip^tfelf.  In  fact 
there  is  a  two-fold  fource  ©Terror  in  Wetftein'a  extraQs 
from  this  manufcript,  for  as  he  took  a  copy  of  it  he  pro^ 
bably  collated,  not  the  original  while  be  was  in  Cam- 
bridge, but  his  copy  after  his  return. 

124.  The  copy    which  Wetfteia  took  of  the  Codex^ 
Cantabri^icnfis  is  not  the  only  trapfcript,  which  has  bben 

made 
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SUide  of  this  manufcript,  for  Simon,  in  the  laft  page  of 
bis  Prefacobto  the  Hiftoire  critique  du  Tcxte  du  N.  T« 
relates,  that  he  himfelf  had  a  copy  which  had  been  feni 
bim  from  Cambridge.  There  is  alfo  a  third  copy  which 
is  preferved  in  the  library  of  Xrinitji^GoIlege  in  Cam- 
bridge, and  marked  fi.  lo,  3.  in  the  cabinet  of  MSS. 
marked  B.  It  is  written  on  vellum,  in  fmall  charaders, 
with  accents  and  marks  of  afpiration.  It  is  a  very  large 
quarto,  contai«in%  only  the  Greek  text,  ^^n  the  firft 
page  is  the  following  infcription.  Novum  l^eH^mentum 
Graecumexfcriptum  ex  antiquiffimo  MS.  ad^cademiam 
a  Cel  Beza  miflb.  Ad.  v.  13.  c.  22.  A6torum  Apofto* 
lorum  hoc  exemplar  tranfcriptum  eft.  This  tranfcr 
muft  have  begp  made  fome  time  in  the  feventeenth  cen 
tury,  for  it  is  not  noted  in  James's  Ecloga  OxAnio**Can« 
tabrigicnds,  publifhed  in  the  year  1600,  but  it  is  quoted 
in  the  Catalogue  of  the  manufcripts  in  Trinity  Library, 
publifhed  in  the  Catalog.  Mdtorum  Angli^eet  Hibernias, 
Londini  1697,  Tom.  I.  P.  III.  p,  94.  N^  193.  It  is 
alfo  roeotioned  by  Le  Long,  in  his  Bibl.  facra,  Tom.  I. 

P-  '74. 

CODICES   CANTABRIGIENSES    ALII. 

PACE  242. 

125.  Mill,  after  having  enumerated  the  A6lsofthe 
Apoftles,  and  the  feven  catholic  epiilles,  adds,  ciaudit 
reliquas  epiftoia  ad  Hebrasos,  where  *  reliquas'  can  refer 
only  to  epiftles  not  enumerated,  that  is,  the  epiftles  of 
St.  Paul.  And  it  certainly  does  contain  the  other 
epiftles  of  St.*  Paul,  as  I  have  found  on  examination. 
A  more  accurate  collation  of  this  manufcript  was  made 
fome  years  ago  for  Jackfon,  as  appears  from  the  fol- 
lowing paflage  in  the  Memoirs  and  Life  of  Jackfon, 
p.  265.  Mecum  communicavit  Jo.  Wigley  focius  Col- 
legii  Chrifti  apud  Cantabrigienfes  collationem  pervetuiii 
MSti  in  collegio  dlQo  quern  Millius  vocal  Cant.  2. 
in  qua  collatione  funt  plus  quam  quingentae  varice  lee* 

tiones 
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liones  non  notatx  a  Millio,  cc  altquas  quas  non  rc4ltf 
defcripfit  ipfe.  Hie  MS.  congruit  maxime  eum  Com- 
plutenfi  et  Leiceftrenfi.  This  collation  was  bequeathed 
by  Jackfon  to  Jpfus  College  in  Cambridge,  'where  it 
is  pieferved  at  iprefent.  in  a  bundle,  which  contains 
many  other  writirtgs  left  by  Jackfon.  It  is  not  num- 
bered, but  is  placed  on  the  fame  (helf  as  Jackfon's 
bound  manufcripts. 

126.  Oui^  author  having  accufed  MiU'or  inaccuracy 
in  the  difcriptipn  oFthis  manufcript,  extends  the  accu* 
fation  to  Wetftein  alfo,  but  in  both  cafes  with  equal  in- 
juftice.  It  is  really  extraordinary  that  any  one  (hould 
difcover  a  difficulty  in  Wetftein's  defcription.  That 
Oxonienfis  is  an  error  of  the  prefs  for  Camabrigienfis,  is 
evident  fft)m  Wetftein*s  reference  to  it,  Vol.  II.  p.  452. 
in  defcribing  the  Codex  Collegii  Chrifti  Cantabrigieniis ; 
the  error  which  had  been  committed  in  the  Prolegomena 
to  the  fecond  part,  is  realty  correQed  in  the  catalogue 
of  MSS.  prefixed  to  them,  at  the  beginning  of  the  fecond 
volume,  where  Oxonienfis  is  altered  to  CantabrigienGs, 
and}  what  is  ftill  more,  is  particularly  noted  in  the  lift  of 
Errata^  Vol.  II.  p.  920.  The  miftake-  of  28  for  29, 
though  it  correds  itfelf,  is  likewife  noted  among  the 
Erratjf.  One  miftake .however  is  made  by  Wetftein  : 
he  dcfcribes  it  as  an  o£lavo,  whereas  it  is  a  large  quarto. 
There  is  likewife  in  Chrift's  College  library  an  Evangc- 
liftarium  not  noted  by  Wetftein.  It  is  written  on  vel- 
lum, in  fmall  cha|;a£lers  exadly  like  thofe  of  the  pre- 
ceding manufcript,  and  in  folio.  At  the  beginning  is 
Wf itten  in  a  modern  hand,  Evangelia  cum  Deo  (inguKa 
diebus  leda,  incipientiaprimo  die  Dominicq. 

E  dono  Francifci  Taylcri,  Jufii  24,  1654. 

PAGE  243, 

127.  Our  author,  in  defcribing  the  chafms  of  this 
manufcripty  has  copied  from  Mill's  Prol.  ^  1375.  whofe 
account  is  more  accurate  than  that  of  Wetftein,  VoK  IL 

128.  In 
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'12A.  In  the  l^ndop  Po1yg1ot»this  MS.  is  n^tedCod. 
£in,  in  Mill  %Gr.  Teff.  Cod,  Cant.  3.  It  maybe  obferv- 
ed,  that  the  d^crVption  given  in  the  London  Polyglot  of 
the  MS,  belonging  to  Emmanuel  College  is  incomplete, 
for  we  there  find,  Cod.  Em.  Epidolse  S.  Pauli  Grseci| 
but  it  certainly  has  the  catholic  epiflfles  atfof .  which  are 
flaced  before  thofe  of  St.  Paul,  mid^hav*  thofe  very 
charms  defcrihed  by  Mill  in  his  Prolegon)ena,  ^^1^5. 
This  manufcript  has  bee%  deprived  therefore  of  the 
power  of  being  producec^  as  «n  evidence  in  the  contro- 
verfy  relative  to  1  Johrt  v,^  7,,<.  It  is  ai  prefent  mai4ied 
in  Emanuel  library  i,  2,  33.  Laflly,  the  extra£ls  printed 
in  the  Polyglot  were  not  cogied  only,  but  likewife  aug- 
mented by  Mill,  For  fpeaking  of  this  MS.  he  ufes  the 
expreOion,  <  fedulo  perluflra|p  ^ ontigit.'  Inthe  Index  to 
hii Prolegomena,  betakes  notice  of^nother  Codex  Km, 
but  this  is  a  totally  different  manuTcript,  and  will  be  de- 
icribed  jin  the  fequel.     See  Note  326. 

129.  And  al(o  in  this  manufcript,  without  any  inter* 
veDtion^  of  the  Syrlac,  to  which  there  is  no  necejiity  of 
appealing,  to  explain  the  ornUGon  of  the  conjundion  x*^ 
which   was  probably  occafioned  by  no  other  ciccu&i- 
(lance,  than  the  careletfnefs  af  the  tranfcriber. 

130.  The  chafms^of  this  MS.  our  author  has  inaccu- 
rately copied  from  Wetdcin,  for  he  has  omitted  to.men- 
tion  a  part  of  the  (ir(t,  and  the  whole  of  the  fecond 
chapter  of  the  epiftle  to  Titus. 

131.  This  manufcript  is  undoubtedly  the  fame  as  that, 
vrhich  Mill  underftands  by  Cod.  Luc.  for  the  name, 
John  Luke,  is  written  at^the  beginning.  It  is  at  pre- 
feiu  noted  in  the  Univerfity  Library  Dd^^^I.  90.    That 

^be  manufcript  thus  noted. is  really  the  m^ufcript  in 
queftion,  appeals  from  the  coincidence  of  its  content), 
<iind  its  chalms,  with  Weiflein's  defcription. 

138.  This  manufcript  is  now  marked  in  the  Univer- 
fity Library  Ff.  1.  3a     Two  other  Cambridge  manu- 
|\^ipts  are  quoted  by  Miliptand  Wetflein,  which  our  au- 
-  tpor  does  not  defcrlbe  here,  bec^ufc  Mi)l  tias  not  quoted 
them  by  the  abbreviation  Cant.     See  N^    134,  244. 

The 
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Tb^  twQ  Codices-  Mo^i  are  iikeiiiire  pi^erved  at  ^refent 
in  the  Univecfity  Library :  alfo  Tey^ral  qpanurcripis  of 
the  Greek  Teftament,  which  have  ne^er.Jbeen  collated; 
but  not  one  of  thefe  is  written  in  uncial  fetters.  There 
•re  two  MSk  which  more  particularly  deferve  notice ; 
the  one  marji^  iCk.  6.  4.  the  other  Mm.  6.  9.  The 
former  contains  tke  Ads  of  the  Apoitles,  and  all  ii|p 
Epiftlei^  and  once  belonged  to  Vatablus,  whofe  name 
is  written  at  the  beginning.  ,  It  was  collated  and.quoted 
by  R.  Stephens,  under  Ac  ^t\c  Codex  ly.  The  other 
cctfitains  the  whple  N.  T,  ei^^pt  the  Revelation. 

CODEX   CLAROMONTANUS. 


% 


paCe  244. 

^33.  The  Bibliotheca  Futeana  derived  its  name  fijpm 
the  family  du  Puy ;  and  the  proprietor,  whom  our  au- 
thor means,  was  Jacques  du  Puy,  who  was  librarian  t^ 
the  King  of  France^  and  died  in  1656.  Mill  and  Wet- 
(lein  fi^equently  fpeak  of  Jacques,  and  his  brother  Pierre^ 
under  the  name  of  fratres  Puteani. 
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Sig4.  The  following  is  the  account  given  in  the  Cata* 
lagus  Codd.  MStorum  Bibl.  Regime,  Tom.  II.  p.  ig. 
£x  illo  exemplari  triginta  quinque  folia  nefario  cujufdani 
fcelere  aliquot  abhinc  annis  avulia  funt,  quae  Comitia 
Oxonienfis  Harleii,  fuq  in  litems  an)ore  celeberrimi,  mu- 
nificentia  in  priftinas  fedes  rediere. 

135.  No  n\an  has  examiued  the  readings  of  this  ma- 
nufcript  witl^  fo  much  accuracy,  as  (>r.  Semler  in  his 
HermeneiuifcHe  Vorbereitung,  Vol.  IV.  p.  8 — 61.  where 
lie  has  completely  rcfcued  the  Cod.'  ClaroHiontanus 
from  the  charge  of  having  been  corrupted  from  iht 
Latin.  The  nature  of  the  lubjeft  admits  not  an  extra^, 
but^the  whole  deferves  to  de  tranflated,  that  thofe  whQ  , 
are  unacquainted  with  German  may  derive  ^dvuM^ 
from  the  principles -o£  this  great  mafter  in  theantf»>P 
criticifra. 

PACK 
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136.  The  reading  )rv»«ixai(  inftead  ofywamtfis  foeafily 
explained  as  an  error  either  of  the  eye  in  copying,  or  of 
the  ear  in  diBating,  that  the  intervention  of  the  Syriac 
verfion  feem.s  wholly  Aiperfluous ;  but  in  this  exiample 
it  cannot  poflibly  have  occafioned  the  reading  in  queftion, 
for  the  Syriac  i^A  i$  not  yy^Mna^^  but  TvyAifi.  A  Greek 
tranflation  of  the  whole  paflage  would  be  awituKaw  rm^f 
yviFAi^f  t«(  vis;  ftVTMv  1^  a^mravtui  rtn  uK(Wfj  but  our  au- 
thor puts  together  a  fet  of  Greek  words  without  meslning, 
as  correfponding  to  the  Syriac ;  and  in  order  to  render 
the  impropriety  of  his  tranflation  yuy«i)c«(  the  lefs  viHble, 
tranflates  not  o^oi^,  faying  that  he  cannot  conje3ure 
what  the  Creek  verb  might  have  been.  An  author 
of  lefs  eminence  than  Micbaeiis  might  here  be  faid  to 
trifle. 

137.  Perhaps  the  following  (latement  will  render  this 
example  more  intelligible  than  the  ftatement  of  our  au- 
thor.    The  only  expreflion,  in  whicti  the  text  of  both 
the  Claromontanus  and  Augienfis  differs  from  the  com* 
moo  text,  is  uf  ffAvr»<,  inftead  of  ik  avr«v,  Heb.  xij.  3. 
The  word  which  correfponds  in  the  Syriac  verfion  is 
^•giiN^  fibi  ipfis :  in  this  fingle  exprelSon  therefore  the 
Claromontanus  and  Augienfis  differ  from  the  common 
G reeky  and  coincide  with  the  Syriac.     But  our  author 
has  not  obferved  that  they  in  faQ  materially  difler  from 
the  Syriac ;  for  the  words  which  he  has  quoted  from  this 
verfion  occupy  precifely  that  place  in  the  Icntence,  which 
in  thefe  MSS.  is  allotted  to  nc  imvmt  aynXoy^w^  but  in- 
Aead  of  exprefling  this  reading,  exprefs  oy  iobutok  aimAfyt»y 
which  muft  have  been  the  reading  of  the  Greek  manu- 
fcript  from  which  the  Syriac  verfion  was  made,  and  gives 
the  lentence  a  totally  different  turn  from  that  which  is 
found  in  the  Claromontanus.     It  appears  then  that  the 
whole    inquiry  muft  be  confined  to  thefe  three  words, 
which  have  been  written,  through  the  careleflnefs  of  tran- 
fcribers,  three  different  ways,  1.  ik  «vr«»  aiimXoyi«»,  the 
common  reading^     a.   uc  «vT»f    (i«vra(  ft»riA«yiai»,  the 

Vol.  II.  Z  z  reading 
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reading  of  the  Augienfis  and  Claromontanus.  3.  o»  avtm^ 
(eavtok)  avrfXfyo»|  the  reading  of  the  Greek  MS.  from 
ivhich  the  Syriac  vcrfion  was  made. 

PAGE    247. 

1^8!  Here  is  a  difplay  of  Syriac  liter^ure^  to  account 
for  the  omiOion  of  a  ^vordt,  ^^^^  ^as  occaGoned  by  the 
jlcgligence  of  a  copyift.     The  genuine  Greek  text  is 
iJfnfo^t^lAim  o^fi  X9»  KiKOkMfAipf  tfvf^:  but  a  tranfcriber,  in 
the  hurry   of  copyings  omits  opu  and  writes  ^fst^i^ty 
xai  xixau/*f»y  '^^t^%  anda  tranfcript  in  which  this  niflake 
had  been  made^  falls  into  the  hands  of  the  Syriac  tran- 
(lator,  who  faithfully  renders  what  he  finds  in  his  copy. 
A  fimilar  accident  happens  to  the  writer  of  the  Claro-* 
montanus,  who  omits  *  montem'  in  the  Latin  tranflation, 
but  notopii  in  the  Greek.     Now  as  miftakes  of  this  kind 
happen  daily  and  hourly',  it  requires  a  lively  imagination 
to  difcover  a  myfterious  analogy  between  the  Syriac  and 
the  Latin.   Our  author^s  mode  of  refltoring  the  fuppofed 
getiuine  Syriac  tesct  is  in^qnious^  but  not  folid :  for  there 
is  no  reafon  to  conclude  that  the  prefent  reading  h  fpu- 
rious,  becaufe  it  is  incompreheoQole.   A  tranflator  niuft 
abide  by  his  original ;  and  if  a  paflage,  as  it  (lands  in  the 
tra^fcript,  from  which  he  tranflales^  is  in  itfelf  uniatdU* 
gible,  the  fame  obfcurity  will  be  unavoidably  retained  in 
the  tranflation.     The  tranflator   of  this  Introduftioo, 
though  the  German  is  as  familiiair  to  hixn  as  his  native  laa- 
giiage^i  has  been  obliged  mjore  than  once  to  tranflate  a 
lentence  word  ibr  word,  of  which  he  has  been  wholly 
unable  to  comprehend  the  meaning* 

139.  Is  it  poflible  that  our  author  could  be  igoorajnt 
of  Dr.  Semler's  admirable  eflay  on  this  manufcriptt  mcik- 
tioned  in  Note  135.  an  eflay  publifbed  almofl  twenty 
years  before  the  lalt  edition  of  this  Introdu&ion  ? 

PAG£   248. 

140^  Among  other  arguments,  which  Wetftein  oies, 
to  prove  that  the  Cpdex  Claromanianus  was  not  written 
as  a  coatiAuajUQn.  of  the  Code^  Beaue,  he  lays  thai  the 
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pages  ii>  the  former  are  much  (horter  than  thofe  in  the 
latter.  He  ha$  not  nientioned  the  number  of  Knes  in 
each  page  of  the  Claromontanud>  but  I  have  been  in- 
formed by  a  friend)  who  has  examined  this  manufcripi, 
that  they  amount  only  to  twenly-one  \  but  in  the  Codex 
^t%m  they  amount  to  thirty-three.  The  fame  perfon 
lilcewife  related  that  in  the  Claromontanut  the  words 
Ino-sc  and  Xpir^c  are  abbreviated  IC)  and  -xc :  but  in  the 
Codex  Bezse  they  are  abbreviated  iHS  and  )tPc.  Nor 
«fetbe  letiera  prectfely  the  fame  in  the  two^  manufcripts, 
efpecially  in  the  Latin,  as  appears  from  a  comparifon  of 
the  Codex  fiezae,  with  the  fpecimens  of  the  Codex  Cla- 
romoDUnus,  given  by  Montfaiscon  and  Blanchini,  in  the 
Palaee^raphia  Graeca,  p.  %\j.  and  the  Evangeliarium 
Quadruplex,  P.  I.  p.  53a.  pi.  iv. 

With  refpcA  to  the  antiquity  of  the  Codex  Claromon* 
tanttSf  it  is  fuppofed  by  Montfaucon  to  have  been  writ- 
tieit  in  the  feventh  century.     He  has  defcribed  it  in  his 
Palacographia  Gratca^  p.  217.  and  in  the  plate  fronting 
this  page  he  has  given  a  fac  fimile  of  its  charaders. 
Though  written  in  uncial  IcitefS^  it  has  accents  and 
marks  of  afpiration,  of  which  Montfaucon  fays,  *  fecundi 
mamj,  tic  videtur,  nee  diu,  ut  creditur,  pod  defcriptum 
codicem  adjefli  funt.'     The  marks  of  afpiradon  are  not 
of  the  modern  femicircular  form,  but  are  written  thus, 
•-  for  the  fpiritus  afper,  and  <  for  the  fpiritus  lenis,  which 
marks  may  Ukewife  be  feen  in  R.  Stephens's  edition  of 
1550,  on  the  capital  letters.     This  MS.  was  probably 
written  in  the  Weft  ot  Europe,  not  only  becaufe  it  has  a 
Latin  tranflation,  hut  becaufe  the  epiftle  to  the  Hebrews 
ia  written  at  the  end  \  and  in  the  catalogue  of  the  books 
of  the  N.  T.  which  is  placed  after  the  epiftle  to  Phile- 
jnon,  no  mention  is  made  of  the  epiftle  to  the  Hebrews. 
It  b  placed,  as  Simon  obferves,  (Hift.  crit.  du  Texte  du 
N.T.  ch.  xxx.  p.  362.}  a  la  (in  de  ccs  livres  comme  hors 
d'oeuvre,  et  comme  une  piece,  qui  n'eft  point  de  la  meme 
autorite,  que  les  autres.     To  this  may  be  added^  what 
jieiiher  Simon  ikmt  Wecftein  have  noted,  that  this  epiftle 
10  writleo  even  by  a  later  Itand,  and  waa  therefore,  wholly 
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excluded  from  thecajnon  by  the  original  writer  of  the 
inanufcript.  This  I  mention  on  the  authority  of  the 
fame  perfon,  whom  I  quoted  before.  Now  as  the  epiftle 
to  the  Hebrews  was^  during  a  confiderable  time,  rejeded 
by  the  church  of  Rome,  but  not  by  the  Greek  church, 
it  is  certain  that  the  Cod.  Claromontanus  was  written  in 
a  country,  that  was  under  the  dominion  of  the  former. 

CODICES    COISLINIANI. 

141.  The  Codices  Coifliniani  take  their  name  from 
Coiflint  Bifliop  of  Metz,  to  whom  they  were  bequeathed 
by  the  celebrated  chancellor  Seguier,  who  died  in  1672. 
They  are  prcferved  at  prefent  in  the  Benedifiine  library 
of  St.  Germain  des  Prez,  and  are  defcribed  in  the  follow* 
ing  work,  fiibliotheca  Coifliniana,  olim  Seguieriana^ 
feu  MStorum  omnium  Graecorum,  quae  in  ea  continent 
tur,  accurata  defcriptio,  ubi  operum  fingulorum  notitia 
datur,  actas  cujufque.MSti  indicatur,  vetuftiorum  fpeci- 
Qiina  exhibenturi  aliaque  multa  annotantur  quae  ad  palae* 
ograpbiam  Graecam  pertinent.  Studio  et  opera  B.  de 
Montfaucon.  Parifiis  1715$  fol.  But  this  excellent  work 
is  at  prefent  extremely  fcarce.  They  are  likewife  enu* 
pneraicd  in  Montfaucon's  Bibliotheca  bibliothecarum, 
Tom.  II.  p.  1041 — 11*3. 

149.  Wetfiein  refers  this  MS.  not  to  the  eighth,  but 
the  feventh  century,  Tom.  II.  p.  451.  and  Montfaucon 
fays  of  it,  Codex  1.  membranaceus  inter  praeftantiffimos 
furopas  numerandus,  fexto,  vel  cum  tardiffime  fcptioio 
fapculo  exaratus.  He  has  defcribed  it  at  length  in  his 
Bibliotheca  Coifliniana,  p.  1 — 32.  and  p.  3.  hehasgiven 
a  fac  fimile  of  its  charaBers.  See  alfo  the  Evang.  Quad* 
ruplex,  P.  I.  p.  532.  It  is  written  in  uncial  letters,  and 
with  accents  and  marks  of  afpiration  ;  but  Montfaucon 
^ddsj  p.  1.  non  ita  diligenter,  adeo  ut  certis  in  locis  peoitus 
omittaniur,  et  aliquando  folia  pene  integra  iis  deftiiisia 
deprehendas. 

143.  Our  author  here  follows  Wetftein^  who  fuppofes 
^hat  the  Codex  Coifliamis  ^3  was  written  in  the  twelfth 
pentury ;  but  Montfaucon  refers  it  to  the  eleventh  ccn* 

tury. 
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tury.  See  his  defcripUon  of  this  manufcript  in  the  Bib- 
liotheca  Coifliniana^  p.  66»  The  three  preceding  manu- 
fcripu,  viz.  the  Codd.  Coifliniani  20, 21 1 229  aredefcribed 
in  the  fame  work,  p.  63—66.  from  which  it  appears  that 
all  four  are  accompanied  with  commentaries.  The  Codex 
Coiflin.  2d  is  defcribedby  Montfaucon  as  very  elegantly 
written  ;  and  he  refers  it,  not  to  the  eleventh,  but  to  the 
tenth  century. 
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144.  Namely  in  the  book  of  Revelation,  in  which 
Storr*  on  a  more  accurate  examination,  difcovered  feven* 
teen  various  readings,  which  had  been  overlooked  by 
Wetftein. 

145.  I  know  not  why  our  author  fuppofes  that  Wet- 
ftein has  not  noted  all  the  chafms  of  this  manufcript. 
Wetflein's  account  is  the  only  one,  which  has  been 
given  :  for  though  Montfaucon  mentions  the  manufcript 
in  the  fiibl.  Coiflin.  p,  250.  he  is  totally  filent  with  re- 
fpcGt  to  the  chafms. 
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146.  That  this  manufcript  was  fent  by  Michael  Palxo;- 
logusto  Louis  IX.  appears  from  the  Dedication.     Mi- 

;^aiiX  !»  X^irw  ry  Oim  vifoc  PatiXcuCi  x»  r.  A.      See  Wet- 

ftein's  Prolegomena^  p.  49.  But  thefe  premifes  alone 
afford  no  decifive  argument,  that  the  manufcript  was  alfo 
written  in  the  thirteenth  century,  though  Montfaucon 
conjeQures  that  it  was, 

14  J.  Wetftein,  inhisdefcriptionof  the  Codices  Coi- 
fliniani, has  conftantly  adhered  to  the  numbers  which 
were  affixed  to  them  in  the  Coiflin  library,  and  by  which 
they  are  noted  by  Montfaucon  in  his  fiibliotheca  Coifli- 
niana,  as  I  have  found,  on  comparing  this  work  with 
Wetftein's  Prolegomena.  Nor  has  Wetftein  been  guilty 
of  a  miftake,  in  affixing  the  fame  number  to  two  dif- 
ferent manufcripts ;  for  both  the  Codex  H  and  Codex  28 
in  the  fecond  part  of  Weiftein's  N.  T.  are  marked  by 
the  fame  number  CCII  in  the  Bibliotheca  Coifliniana. 

z  z  3  But 
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But  the  latter  is  diftinguilhed  from  the  former  by  tfie 
sdditton  of  the  figure  a  under  the  (econd  C,  tn  the  fol- 
lowing manner  CCII.    See  Montfaucon^s  defcriptton  of 

it,  p.  163.  of  the  Bibliotheca  Coifliniana.  In  the  feeond 
part  therefore  of  Wetftcirt's  Creek  Teftament^ 

Codex  ^=:Codex  Coiflinianus  CCIL 
Codex  2a=:Codex  Coiflinianus  CCIL 

148.  If  the  writer  of  this  tQanufcript  altered  the  com- 
mon reading  i nOnrar  into  uriturair  by  defign^  and  intended 
it  as  an  ingenious  conje£lure,  as  our  author  fuppofes,  he 
has  difplayed  his  ingenuity  at  the  expence  of  his  know- 
ledge, for  there  is  no  fuch  word  as  firtOii0*a»  in  the  Greek 
language.  It  is  the  miftake  of  an  ignorant,  or  carelefa 
tranfcriber,  whomiftook  r  for  ir^  and  it  is  found  in  this 
manufcript  alone. 

140.  A  critical  defeription  of  the  readings  of  this  ma- 
nufcript is  given  in  Semler^s  Hermeneutifche  Vorberei- 
tung,  Vol.  IV.  p.  175—179. 

150.  No  error  has  taken  place,  either  of  the  writer, 
or  of  the  printer,  in  regard  to  the  number  affixed  to  this 
manufcript  in  Wetftein*s  Prolegomena,  ns  appears  from 
Note  147.  This  manufcript,  or  rather  fragment^  for  it 
confifts  only  of  fourteen  leaves,  is  defer ibed  by  Mont- 
faucon  in  his  Bibl.  Coifliniana,  p.  251— a6i.  and  p.  aSa. 
he  has  given  a  fac  fimile  of  its  charaElers.  See  alfo  the 
Evang.  Quadruplex,  P.  I.  p.  jfAd.  plate  2.  It  appears 
from  Montfaucon's  defeription  that  it  is  one  of  the  mod 
ancient.manufcripts  now  extant.  *  Codex  CCIt.  mem- 
branaceus,  conftans  foliis  14.  compledens  partem  epilfco- 
larum  PauH,  inter  antiquifljmds  Europae  numerandus, 
faeculi  nempe  V.  vel  VL  cujus  et  originem  et  fortunas 
ex  notis  non  dubiis  enarrare  aggredimur.  Scriptus  efle 
videtur  in  Palaeftina  vel  Syria  eo  circiter,  quo  diximus, 
aevo,*  &c.  This  manufcript  has  been  re^coilated  by 
Gridbach. 

151.  It  appears  likewife  from  a  note  written  in  cKe 
margin,  oppofite  to  AGis  vii.  2^  that  it  belonged  to  a 
church  in  Conftantinople.   See  Wetftein^  Vol.  II.  p.  is^ 
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CODICES    COLfifiRTlNl. 

15a.  The  CpdicesColfo^rtini)  which  were  tx^Hedled  by 
the  celebrated  Colbert^  minifter  of  the  marine  to  Louis 
XIV.  are  at  prefent  in  the  royal  library  in  Paria^  fbr 
which  they  were  purchafed  by  Cardinal  Fleury.  They 
are  defcribed  in  general  in  the  &ibliotheca  Colbertina> 
Parifiift  1718,  P«  IL  8vo.  and  in  Montfaucon  Bibiio- 
tbecarum^  Tom.  IL  p.  gt% — 1014.  Rut  fdv^ral  of  CoU 
ben's  manurcriptS)  und  efpeciaily  thofe  of  the  Greek 
Teftanent,  appear  to  have  been  feparat^  from  the  reft 
of  the  Colbert  library,  and  placed  among  the  MSS.-  which 
were  before  in  the  iY>yat  librairy.  -  For  of  all  the  Co- 
dices Colbertini  enumerated  by  our  authofi  n6t  one  Is  to 
be  found  in  Moncfeucon's  Catalogue  of  the  Colbert  1i^ 
brary ;  and  in  the  places  to  which  the  fifteen  numbers 
re^ctively  belong  there  are  ehafms  in  the  notation^  ex- 
cept N^  1241.  which  is  ah  evident  erratum^  becati(b 
this  number  is  a  MS.  of  JambiichuS.  The  Colbert  MSS; 
of  the  Greek  TeAament  therefore  mull  be  foikght  among 
the  Codices  Regii,*  in  the  fecond  volume  of  the  Cata-^ 
logns  Codd.  MSS.  Bihl  Regice.  A  fac  iimile  of  thti 
charafters  of  one  of  the  mod  aiicUnt  of  thefe  MSS. 
is  given  in  the  firft  plate  annexed  to  P.  L  p.  491.  of 
Blanchini  Ev^ngeliarium  quadruplex.  See  alfo  Mont- 
faucon Palseographia  GrsBca5  p.-fta^.  where  a  fac  (imile 
18  given  of  the  Codex  Colbertinus  700.  which  is  written 
in  very  large  uncial  letters,  with  accents  and  marks  of 
afptration^  and  referred  by  Montfaucon  to  the  eighth 
century.  This  is.  Wetfteln^s  Evailgeltfttfrium  1.  and  is 
mentioned  by  our  author  N^  93.  Several  other  Co- 
dices Colbertini  are  defcribed  by  Montfaucon  in  the 
iame  work ;  but^  if  we  exceftf  that,  which  is  juft  men^ 
tioned,  and  the  Cod.  Colbertinus  5149^  which  VviH  be 
defcribed  in  tlie  fequel  under  the  title  Codex  CyjiVittS, 
the  others  defcribed  by  Montfaucon  are  not  MSS.  of 

che  Greek  Teftament. 

... 
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153,  But  he  has  Tpecified  many  or  them  in  his  Hift, 
Crit.  du  Tcfte  du  N,  T.  ch.  33. 
*    154.  Not  by  Mill,  but  by  La  Roque,  who  collated 
this  manufcript  in  the  library  of  Colbert.     See  Miiri 
Prolegomena,  (  1474. 

PAGE  358. 

155*  Wetftein  fays  only,  lu  Millius  de  fuo  Codicc 
Colb.  2.  quae  tamen  ex  ledionibus  ab  ipfo  notatis  equi- 
dem  haAenus  deprebendere  non  potui.  fiut  Semler  has 
examined  the  readings  of  this  MS.  with  great  accuracy 
in  bis  Hermeneucifche  Vorbereitui^,  VoL  II L  p.  214—- 
ai^  He  has  Ihewn  that  it  conuins  valuaUe  readings^ 
iJiat  they  very  frequently  coincide  with  Wetftein*s  Co* 
dex  91.  and  not  feidom  with  the  Cod.  Cant,  and  Codex 
Reochlini. 

1^6.  The  words  of  Mill  in  his  Prol^ooiena,  §  1476. 
are  the  following^  Quarta  coUationes  exhibet  partioro  codU 
CIS  cujufdam  evangeliorum  ab  invicem,  nefcio  quo  pado, 
difcerptarum.  Prior  pars,  Codicis  fdL  n.  4444.  varia^ 
tiones  e  fedecim  prioribus  capp.  Matthsi  excerptas  con- 
tinet :  poderior  (quae  eft  codicis  iflius  bibliotheca;,  tu 
6083.)  le£iiones  e  reliquo  Matthsei  evangclio.  Sec  Now 
the  word  quarta  at  the  beginning  of  the  i'entcnce  (]gnifie:f 
the  fourth  part  of  that  coUedion  of  Various  Readings 
from  the  Colbert  MSS.  which  had  been  commuoicaicd 
to  him  by  Allix  (Proleg.  §  1473)9  the  firft  part  of  which 
contained  extrads  from  the  Colb.  6043.  ^^^  fecond  from 
the  Colb.  4705.  and  the  third  from  the  Culb.  6o65w 
(Proleg.  §  14739  I474f  1475«)  But  it  appears  that  the 
fourth  part. of  this  C€|Hedion  of  readings  was  fubdivided 
into  two  portions)  the  one  containing  extrafis  from  ibe 
Colb.  4444«  the  mlaoufcript  in  qucftion,  the  other  from 
the  Codex  6083,  No  doub(  tlMtefore  can  be  made  tbac 
the  Colb.  4444.  was  a  MS.  of  the  Gofpels,  not  merely, 
a  colledion  of  ridings,  which  would  have  hardly  beeif 
ranked  among  the  Colbert  MSS.  of  the  Greek  Telia* 
ment. 
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157.  It  may  beobfervcd  in  regard  to  the  notation  of 
the  Codd.  Colbertini,  in  Mi\Vs  Greek  Teftament,  that 
as  the  words  prima,  fecunda.  Sec.  in  his  Prolegomena 
§  1473-— 1477-  refer  to  the  feveral  parts  of  the  above- 
mentioned  colleQion,  the  fourth  part  of  which  contains 
excra£b  from  two  MSS.  the  Colb.  4^44  and  6083,  it 
follows  that  both  of  them  are  included  in  the  notation 
Colb.  4*  among  the  various  readings.  Nor  is  the  nota- 
tion improper^  for  though  the  two  manufcripts  are  bound 
feparately,  the 'one  is  only  a  continuation  of  the  other, 
for  Mill  calls  them  Partes  codicis  cujufdam  evangeliorum, 
ab  invicem,  nefcio  quo  pado,  difcerpis. 

158.  This  roiftake  was  occaGoned  by  Wetftein  having 
alEgned  two  numbers  to  the  two  parts  of  the  fame  manu- 
fcript,  which  Mill  quotes  under  the  title  Colb.  4* 
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159.  Sec  Note  156,  157. 

'i6o.  The  three  parts  of  this  manufcript  are  quoted 
in  Mill's  Greek  Teftament  by  three  different  numbers 
for  the  fame  reafon^  as  the  two  above-mentioned  arc 
quoted  under  one  number.  Mill  received  from  Aliix 
two  feparate  coUediions  of  readings  of  the  Colbert  manu<' 
fcripts,  the  (irft  of  which  has  been  mentioned  Note  156: 
this  firft  colIcAion  confiftedof  fix  parts  (Proleg.  §  1473 
— 1477)  the  lalt  of  which  conuined  extrafis  from  the 
Colb.  9844.  in  the  Afts  of  the  Apoftles  (Prol.  §  1477.) 
whence  this  part  of  Colb.  2^44.  acquired  the  name  of 
Colb.  6.  Sometime  afterwards  he  received  a  fecond  col- 
IcAion  of  readings  (Proleg.  ^  1490)  which  confifted  of 
two  parts,  the  former  containing  extraQs  from  the  Colb. 
A844.  in  the  epiftles  (ProU  $  1490)  the  fecond  in  the 
Gofpels  (Prol.  §  1492).  To  prevent  m^ftakes  therefore 
in  regard  to  the  notations  of  Mill  and  Wetftein,  the  foU 
lowing  ftatemf  nt  is  neceflary. 

Mill's  Cod.  Colb.  6.=:^yelftcin'sCod•  13.  in  3d.  pfirt. 

■ Colb.  7.=-^ Cod.'  17.  in  ad.  part. 

Colb.  8.= : Cod.  33.  in  ift.  part. 

161.  Alfo 
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161.  Alfo  by  the  old  Syriac,  the  Coptic,  Ethioptc^ 
and  Phitoxenian  in  the  margin.  ^ 

COD.   CORSENDONCBNSIS. 

i6ft.  Fuit  olim  Collegii  Corfendoncenfis  in  Quempinisr. 

Weiftenii  Prolfc  p.  45. 

163*  Here  our  author  appears  to  hav^  inifunderftood 
Wetftcin.     The  common  text  of  the  paflage  in  queftioo 

is  Jf ^oierd'aBi  nfutf*  tuu  m  Ka&|#c  ^hwivmfts^^  «•  r.  A.      Wetftcia 

quotes  33  MSS.  for  tbeomi(fion  oO^m^m  i^/Mac,  bin  of 
his  Cod.  3..  in  particular  be  fays,  habet  (tcii.  f^mr^m 
'  n^»i)  addita  nota  n  w$kk9ii  r^rr  ft»TA)f  a^iM  mnrmt  cufiimi. 
But  our  author  has  written  this  note  between  ^c^air^aa 
nfftoif  and  xai  n  xoAt»%  nXiri^-a/bify)  as  if  it  had  been  inferted 
by  the  writer  of  the  Codex  Corfendoncenfis  in  the  text 
itfelf)  which  is  improbablci-^nd  by  no  means  wanrailted 
by  Wetftein's  quoution. 

Tfab  note  I  had  written  in  the  firft  edition :  but  I  have 
fioce  found,  that  I  am  miftaken.  The  Codex  Corfen- 
doncenfis, has  really  (ftrange  as  tt  may  appear)  tv  ^-^kkok 
wm  mrtiiytm^m^  irmi  ivf im»i  in  the  tiMi.  See  Alier's  Greek 
Tcftament,  Vol.  II.  p.  594. 

s64.  The  MS.  wben  collated  by  Walker  was  in  the 
library  of  a  Dominican  convene  In  Bruflels.  Wetllein's 
ProL  p«  46. 

16^  Trcfcfaow  fays.  Codex  in  Audario  dechnus  ^uin- 
tus.  It  is  therefore  numbared  15  in  the  Audarrum  or 
Appendix  to  the  catalogue  of  manuforipts  which  is  kept 
in  the  imperial  library.  Coinplete  extrads  are  given 
from  this  manufcripc  in  Alter's  ureek  Teftament,  Vdl.  I. 
p.  704—750.  and  Vol.  II.  p»  55^~^3a 

CODICES    COTTONIANI. 

166.  A  fac  fimile  of  the  chara&ers  of  this'MS.  is 
given  in  Blanchini  Evangeliarium  Quadruplexj  P.  J.  in 
the  fecond  plate  annexed  to  p.  49a.     It  is  remarkable 

that 
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that  this  manufcript  is  written  on  paper,  though  with 
uncial  letters.  Both  Le  Long  and  Wetftein  call  it  charta 
iEgyptiaca,  purpurei  coloris.  See  Le  Long  Bib.  facra, 
Tom.  I.  p.  180.  and  Wetftein's  Prolegomena,  p.  40. 
The  Cotton  MSS.  which  arc  now  prefervcd  in  the  Britifh 
Mureum,  are  defcribed  in  Smith's  Bibliocheca  Cottoni- 
ana,  pfinted  at  Oxford  1696,  fol. 

CODICES   COVFLLIANl.     ^ 

PACB  856. 

Thefe  manufcripts,  which  were  brought  From  the  Eaft 
by  Dr.  Coveil,  came  afterwards  ifito  the  hands  of  Har- 
Icy,  Earl  of  Oxford,  and  with  the  reft  of  the  Harleian 
MSS.  into  the  Bridfli  Mufeum,  They  are  defcribed  in 
the  Calaiogue  of  the  Harkian  niamilbriptB,  London 
1759,  2  vols,  folio. 

167^  At  prefetit  in  the  Britifh  Mufeum,  and  noted 
Horleiatius  5776^  as  is  related  bv  Griefbach* 

i6t.  It  is  noted  in  the  Bricifh  Mufeum  Harfeianas 
5537.     It  has  been  again  exaiftiMd  by  Griefbach.   * 

1D9.  From  the  Coiflin.  25.  and  aoa. 

170.  It  is  noted  at  prefent  56ICX  among  the  Harlean 
MSS.  Grielbacb,  who  has  examinod  it,  relates  tl«  ic 
gener^ly  agrees  with  the  Generenfis  1. 

CODEX   CROMWWLLl. 

This  MS.  which  was  examined  by  Griefbach,  our 

author  has  negkfted  to  mention.     It  contains,  befide 

other  matters  which  relate  not  to  the  prefent  fubjefk, 

leflbns  from  the  four  Gofpels.     It  belonged  formerly  to 

Oliver  Cromwell,  and  came  with  the  raft  of  his  roanu- 

fcripu  into  ch^  Bodleian,  where  ii  is  marked  amo^g 

Cromwdrs  manufcripts  tiy.     See  the  CataL  MStorum 

Asglisd  HiboriMB,  Tom»  I.  P.  I.  p^  44.    In  Grief* 

lutch*8  lift  of  Evaageliftaria  it  is  numbered  30,  but  lie 

hm  no€  yet  defcribed  it,  becaufe  the  defcriptioo  of  the 

Evangeliftaria  is  deferred  to  the  fecond  yoUine  of  the 

Symbols,  which  is  not  yet  publiflied. 

CODEX 
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CODEX    CYPRIUS. 

Montraucon  has  dcfcribed  tbi«  roanufcript  in  his  Pa- 
laeographia  Graeca,  p.  231.  and  has  given  a  fac  fimile  of 
its  charaders,  p.  232.  He  refers  it  to  the  eighth  cen- 
tury. It  is  written  in  uncial  letters,  with  certain  marks 
over  them,  which  Montfaucon  calls  ^  notulas  qussdam 
et  lineola?,  ad  infleziqpes  vocum  in  officio  ecclefiaftico 
inter  legendum  obfervari  folitae.'  It  is  at  prefent  in  the 
royal  library  in  Paris,  where  it  is  marked  63. 

CODEX   DOUZ^ 

Where  this  manufcript  is  preferved  at  prefent  is  un- 
known. All  that  Wetftein  fays  of  it  is,  that  it  was 
brought  from  Conftantinople  by  Douza,  and  feen  by 
Gomarus  at  Leyden,  who  examined  it  for  the  ftory  of 
the  adulterefs  in  the  eighth  chapter  of  St.  John.  It  is 
jieafonable  however  to  fuppofe,  that  it  is  in  the  Univcr- 
fity  Library  at  Leyden,  and  perhaps  is  the  very  fame 
manufcript  as  that  which  is  noted  74  among  the  Greek 
and  Latin  MSS.  and  defcribed  p.  337  of  tbe  folio  cata- 
logue printed  in  1716,  in  the  following  manner  :  Qua- 
tuor  evangelia,  quae  incipiunt  ab  hiftoria  quinque  milii^ 
um  fatiatorum  per  quinque  panes  et  duos  pifces,  Gr£ce 
et  Latine^  etfi  Gra^  videantur  magis  nova,  et  non  feric 
contimia. 

CODEX   DUBLINENSIS. 

I 

PAGE    257. 

17  K  Another  manufcript  preferved  in  the  library  of 
Trinity  College  in  Dublin,  written  in  nffXH  letters,  and 
of  great  antiquity,  containing  the  Gofpel  of  St.  Matthew, 
is  defcribed  in  the  Tranfa8ions  of  the  Royal  Irffli  Aca* 
demy  for  1787,  p.  121— 138*  Ac  the  end  of  the  iaft 
page  is  a  fac  fimile  of  its  charafters.  But  as  it  has  never 
been  collated,  it  belongs  not  to  the  prefent  catalogue. 

CODKX 
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CODEX   EPHREM. 

PAGE    258. 

173.  This  MS.  is  defcribed  in  the  Catalogus  MStorum 
Bibl.Reg.  Tom.  I L  p.  2 — 7.  A  fac  fimile  of  iti  charac- 
ters is  given  by  Montfaucon  in  his  Palaeographia  Graeca^ 
p.  214.  He  defcribes  it  p.  213.  Griefbach,  in  bis  Sym- 
bolae  crilicse,  p.  viii.  relates  (hat  it  has  the  titX«i  and 
xf^«x«iai  of  Eufebius  a  prim&  manu.  But  it  is  written 
without  accents. 

PAGE  259. 

173.  Inflead  of  the  common  reading  ck  nxy  iic  the 
Codex  Ephrem  has  not  cx«rof  as  our  author  fays,  but  nc 
fxarof,  as  appears  from,  both  Wetftein  and  Griefbach. 

PAGE  26a 

174.  See  Note  4.  to  ch.  vi.  fed.  10. 

175.  The  Codex  Ephrem  has  many  marginal  notes 
written  in  uncial  letters  without  accents.  See  Mbnt« 
faiicon  Palaeographia.  G racca,  p.  2 1 39 1 1 4.  This  proves 
what  has  been  fomedmes  doubted,  that  marginal  notes 
were  made  in  the  mod  ancient  manufcripts,  and  that  this 
pradice  prevailed  in  the  early  ages  of  Chrillianity.  But 
thefe  marginal  fcholia  feem  to  have  been  confined  to  fuch 
MSS,  as  were  in  the  hands  of  private  perfons,  while  thofe, 
which  have  been  ufed  for  church  fervice,  fuch  as  the 
Codex  Bezas,  are  without  them.  It  is  likewife  remark* 
able  that  in  this  manufcript  the  difputed^  or  rather  fpu* 
rious  verfe  John  v.  4.  is  written  not  in  the  text,  but  as  a 
marginal  fcholion.  See  the  fpecimen  given  by  Mont- 
faucon, p.  214.  Now  as  this  verfe  is  totally  omitted  in 
the  Codex  Bezae,  and  the  Codex  Vaticanus,  which  are 
the  two  mod  ancient  MSS.  now  extant ;  is  likewife  omit* 
ted  in  the  text  of  the  Codex  Ephrem,  (which  is  fomewhat 
inferior  in  age  to  the  Codex  Bezie)  but  written  in  the 
margin  as  a  icholion ;  is  written  in  more  modern  manu* 
fcripts  in  the.  text  itfelf,  but  marked  with  an  afteriflc,  or 
oa  obelus,  as  fufpicious;  and  in  manufcripts  dill  more 
modern  is  written  without  any  mark  s  we  fee  the  various 

gradations 
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gradations  by  which  it  has  acquired  hs  place  in  our  prefent 
text,  and  have  proof  pofitive  chat  the  verfe  was  originally 
nothing  more  than  a  marginal  fcholion,  and  of  courfe 
fpurious.  Other  paflages  tikewife  in  the  Greek  Tefta- 
ment  owe  their  prefent  exigence  in  the  printed  editions 
to  the  fame  cauie. 

Wetftein  fuppofed  that  the  Codex  Ephrem  was  one 
of  the  MSS.  which  were  collated  at  Alexatidria  in  616, 
with  the  New  Syriac  verfion>  but  this  opinion  has  been 
confuted  by  Dr.  Ridley  in  the  15th  fedion  of  his  DiC 
de  verf.  Syriacis.  Adier  like  wife  on  collating  the  inar- 
giiial  readings  of  the  Philoxenian  verfion  feems  to  have 
found  none  that  were  peculiar  to  the  Codex  Ephrem.  At 
leaft  he  has  ^nentioned  none  in  his  Verfiones  Syriacas, 
p.  131.  But  though  the  Codex  Ephrem  was  not  collated 
at  Alexandria  in  616.  it  is  certainly  as  ancient  as  the 
feventh  century.  See  Monifaucon  Palflsogiapliia  GrsDca, 
p.  a  1 2,  213.  Wetftein  goes  fiill  further^  and  argM^s 
from  a  marginal  note  to  Heb.  vii.  y*  that  it  was  written 
before  the  inftitiuion  of  the  feaft  of  the  Purification  of 
the  Virgin  Mary^  that  Js,  before  the  year  54a.  Sec  hii 
Prole^meoa,  p^  a8. 

CODICES    ESCURIALENSES. 

.  Here  may  be  infested  the  Codices  Efcurialenfes^  col- 
lated by  ProfeObr  Moklenhawer  anddefcribedin  Btich's 
Prolegomenat  p.  61-*— 84* 

1.  Efcurialenfis  i»  an  EvaftgeUftariumy  fuppofed  by 
MoJdenhawer  to  have  been  written  in  the  tenth  century. 

a.  Efcurialenfis  a,  contains  all  the  books  of  the  N.  T. 
except  the  Revelaiiooi  and  ia  the  followiog  ordor,  tk 
Gofpeby  A^  catholic  Epiftles,  and  laAly  thofe  of  Su 
PasiL  It  is  of  the  o£iavo  fize,  very  neatly  writtea  en 
veUuna,  in  bnsAi  charaOersi  and  referred  by  Moldeii* 
hawer  to  the  end  of  the  aith  or  the  begitmiag  of  ck 
lOih  century. 

3r  Efcurisdeafift  j^  aa  £vangeliAariii9»  written  for 

the  ufe  of  a  church  in  Cooftantiiioplei  and  referred  hf 

MoldpdMiwer  iq the  begiaaingol the  toth  century. 

4.  Efcuria- 

6 
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4*  Ercurialenfis  4,  an  EvangeliftariiHD,  likewife 
brought  from  Conftantmofxle*  Thefe  two  laft  men* 
tioned  MSS*  Moldenhawer  defcribes  as  of  little  value, 

5.  Efcurialenfis  5,  a  nanufcript  of  the  four  Gofpels, 
written  probably  in  the  13th  century* 

6.  ECcurialenfis  6,  an  Evangeliftariumj  fuppofed  to 
be  written  toward  the  clofe  of  thei  ith  century. 

7«  Efcurialenfis  7,  written  in  the  14th  centuryi  and 
containing  the  Gofpels,  the  A6s,  and  the  14  epiftles  of 
St.  PauU 

8»  Efcurialenfis  8>  a  manufcript  of  the  four  Gofpels, 
written  in  the  year  1 140,  a$  appears  from  its  fubdcriptioo. 

9.  Efcurialen6s  9,  a  manuicript  of  the  foor  Gofpels^ 
and  according  to  its  fubfcrjption  written  by  one  Luke  a 
monk  in  1014. 

10.  Efcurialenfis  10,  contains  the  four  Gofpels>  and 
wriitten^  as  Moldenhawer  fuppofesy  in  the  latb  century. 

11.  Efcurialenfis  1 1,  a  manufcript  of  the  Gofpels,  but 
fuppofed  to  be  not  Aiore  ancient  than  the  13th  century^ 

la.  Efcurialenfis  12,  contains  the  four  Gofpels^and 
is  referred  by  Moldenhawer  to  the  iitb  century. 

For  further  information  fee  the  above*quoted  Prole- 
gomena. I'he  readings  of  thefe  MSS.  are  quoted  in 
Birch's  ectition  of  the  Greek  Teftament:  tbofe  which 
Moldenhawer  dilcoveied  on  a  fecond  collation^  and  which 
came  too  late  to  be  printed  under  the  text,  are  given  in 
the  Prolegomena^  in  the  defcription  of  each  manufcript* 
He  has  likewife  collated  eight  Efcurial  manufcripts  of 
the  Ads  and  the  Epiftles,  but  the  defcription  of  thefe  is 
not  yet  pubUflied.  Montfaucon^  in  his  Bibliotkeca  hi- 
bUothocarum^  Tom«  I.  p.  616 — 6t^.  has  given  acata* 
logue  of  the  Codices  Efcurialenfis^  but  what  is  very  ex« 
traordinary  the  manufcripts  of  the  Greek  Tefiament  ar^ 
aoc  particularly  fpecified.  He  fays  in  general  terms,, 
p«6a4.  QuatuorEvangeliorum  codices  bene  multi,  Grace^ 
A8a  Apoftolorum^  et  Epiftolce  Pauli^  necnoa  atii  biblici 
Uitfi  in  permultis  GraDcis  eodicibus  extant  But  this 
aegled  isi  to  be  afcribed^  not  to  Moatfaucon,  but  to  the 
pef  fon  who  isade  the  qatajoguei 

CODICES 
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CODICBS   FLORENTINL 

PAGft  261. 

176.  Profeflbr  Birch,  in  his  Prolegomena,  p.  50— 53. 
has  defcribed  feventeen  manufcripts  of  the  Gofpels  pre- 
fcrved  at  Florence  in  the  Bibltotheca  Laurentiana.  He 
has  not  mguiarty  collated  them,  but  only  inrpedted  (hem 
in  particular  paflages.  Fourteen  oF  them  are  preferved  in 
the  book-cafe  which  is  iharked  VI,  and  are  numbered 
II.  14, 15,  16.  18.  23.  25.  27,  28,  29,  30-  31,  33,  34. 
Two  oF  them  are  numbered  12.  14.  in  the  book-cafe 
marked  VIII ;  and  the  feventeenth  which  was  brought 
*  ex  bibliotheca  iEdilium  Florentine  ecekfias'  is  marked 
256.  It  appears  from  the  fhort  account,  which  Birch 
has  given  of  them,  that  they  aie  all  written  on  vellumi 
and  mod  of  them  in  the  1  iih  or  12th  centurv.  He  has 
alfo  mentioned  two  Le£li6naria  preferved  at  prefent  in 
the  fame  library,  which  he  has  quoted  John  vii.  53. 
under  the  title  Le£l.  Flor.  ^,2. 

In  the  Benedifiine  monaftery  dedicated  to  the  Virgin 
Mary  he  found  two  manufcripts  of  the  Gofpels,  the  For- 
mer of  which  he  quotes  Mark  xvi.  9.  John  vii.  53.  the 
latter  Match,  xxvti.  16,  17.  John  vii.  53.  But  he  has 
taken  no  notice  pf  a  very  ancient  Codex  refcriptus,  pre- 
ferved in  the  fame  library,  which  Montfaucon  in  his  Pa* 
Ifeographia  Greca^  p.  180.  defcribes  as  follows.  Codex 
bibliothecae  B.  M.  Bcnediflinorum  Florentiac,  ubi,  dc- 
le£iis  erafifque  prioribus,  Sophoclis  carmina  fuperfcripu 
funt.  Prius  autem  erat  Novum  Teftamentum  charac- 
tere  quradro  et  rotundo  fine  accentibus.  It  appears  there- 
fore that  fome  parts  of  the  Greek  Teftament  are  ftiif 
vifible.  In  the  Dominican  Convent  dedicated  to  St.  Mark 
he  found  two  MSS.  of  the  whole  N.  T.  and  one  of  the 
Gofpels,  which  he  has  quoted  only  at  the  end  of  thefe- 
venth  and  the  beginning  of  the  eighth  chapterof  Sr.  John. 
The  fecond  MS.  containing  the  whole  N.T.  he  defcribes 
in  the  following  manner.  Codix  707  chartaceus,  fieculi 
15,  integrum  N.  T.  complcQiiur,  fingtilari  Gri^a  dia- 

IcGo, 
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le3o,  cuju$  ut  perfpici  pofRt  indoles  primum  Evangelii 
Johannis  verfum  adrcribam  qui  ita  legitur,  awa^x^^  ^  ''^^ 

It  may  be  obferved,  however,  that  this  fingularis  graeca 
diale6lus  is  nothing  more  than  the  diale6lof  the  modern 
Greeks,  as  may  be  feen  on  examining  ilie  modern  Greek 
Teftament  printed  in  London  in  1703,  But  the  words 
inrhich  Profeflor  Birch  has  quoted  are  falfely  printed,  for 
91  Tpn  (hould  be  written  uto*,  the  imperfedt  of  the  auxiliary 
in  modern  Greek  being  not  ii»^  iif,  fi,  bi}t  yi/avii,  nv»p^  firtK 
This  manufcript  therefore  is  of  no  value. 

Catalogues  of  the  manufcripts  preferved  in  the  Medi- 
cean  and  other  libraries  in  Florence  are  given  by  Mont* 
faucon  in  his  BibL  bibliothecarum,  Tom.  I.  p.  230^^ 

430- 

CODEX    T.    GALE. 

A  catalogue  of  Dr.  Calebs  manufcripts  is  printed  in 
ihe  Catalog!  librorum  M Storum  Anglios  et  Hibernice  in 
unum  coiledi,  Tom.  II.  P.  I.  p.  185.  But  where  this 
manufcript  in  particular  is  at  prefent>  I  have  not  been 
able  to  learn. 

CODEX   GEHilANUS. 

177.  Copious  cxtraQs  have  been  given  from  this  91a- 
nufcript  by  Profelfor  Matthai  in  his  Appendix  to  his 
edition  of  St.  Mark's  Gofpel,  p.  277 — 318. 

CODICES    GENEVENSES. 

178.  Thcfe  two  manufcripts  arc  preferved  in  the  li" 
brary  belonging  to  the  city  of  Geneva.  They  are  de- 
fcribed  in  the  Catalogue  raifonn£  des  manufcriis  confer- 
vas dans  la  bibliotheque  de  la  ville  de  Geneve,  par  Jean 
Sennebier,  Geneve,  1779,  8vo.  p.  27— -34. 

CODICES   GUELPHERBYTANI. 

PAGE   162. 

179.  Here  our  author  muft  have  forgotten  Grielbach's 
Vol.  II.  Aaa  Greek 


•   \  v 
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'  CreJElk  I'eftament^  m  whrch  this  maniifcript }%  cjubted  by 
the  tide  Codex  P, 

iBb.  This  MS.  is'cjuoted  by  Griefbaich  by  the  title 
Codex*  Q.  A  critical  examination  of*  ihe^  readings  of 
thefe  two  MSS.  is  given  by  S^mler  in  bis  Hermeneutifchc 
Vorbereituhg,  Vbl.  IV.  p.  a 87 — 298. 

PAGE  163. 

181.  iThc  German  title  of  this  work  is  Kmit^lsrieuc 
'Kritik^B  iiber  1  John  v.  7. 

182.  Knittels  fieytrage  zur  KHtik  iiber  di^  OflFenbab- 
rung  Joliannis. 

183*  Grielbach  fays  of  this  MS*  Rarius  hoihinatim 
'  excitaniusf  quoniaixl  fere  Temper  concinit  cum  codicibus 
9.  14.  et  aliis. 

1 84*  This  reading  is  anfkui  for  otyyiXiif . 
.  .  185.  This  NfS.  is  quoted  by  Griefbach  in  the  book 
.  of  Revelation  by  the  title  Codex  30.  From  the  A&s 
c  and  the  Epiftles  copious  excraQs  ^re  ^iven  by  Prorcflbr 
I  Matthai  in  the  Appendix  to  his  edition  of  St.  Mark's 
Gofpel,  p.  322 — 363.     He  calls  it  Codex  x. 

PAGE  IZ64. 
186.  Herq  our  author  reviews  the  publication  of  Knit* 
tel  mentioned  Note  181.  ' 
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187.  It  is  probable,  that  Mill  made  fome  additions  tp 
.  th^  ^xtrads  pf  the  London  ('olyglotji  for  he  fays  pf  this 

mapufcript^  Prol.  ^  1419.  videre  et  fedulo  perluftrare 
.  .contigit.    This  MS.  has  the  Ammqnian  fe^ions,  without 
the  references  to  the  canons  of  Eufebius. 

CODEX   GOOGIL 

188.  Du  Fells  ill  Jhis  caulogue  of  MSS.  at  the  end  of 

the  preface  to  his  Gr.  Ted.  enumerates  among  others  an 

Evangelium  D*  Goodii^  frocn  which  he  quotes  readings 

by  thel  etter  g.    But  Fell  probably  meant  ho  other  than 

(he 
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th^  Cpdc^  Gopsiiy  for^  he  fays  in,  his  prf  face,  exhibernus 
infuper  quae.  3iplia  Pplyglqtla.Anglicana  addidere.  As 
Walton  therefo/9  has  no  Codex  fepodJij  nor  Fella  Codex 
Googii,  it  is  certain  that  they  both  meant  the  fanie  nia- 
nufcript;  and  this  is  copfirmed  by  a  comparifon  of  Fell's 
quotations  with  thoTeoT  Wah6h,^wh\ch  1  have  found  to 
agree,  though  Fell  has  not  produced  all  the  extrads 
given  by.  Walton. 

189..  "VYe.tftein  muft   therefore  fuppofe  that  bis, Cod. 

.  62,  ^39  93*  are, one  apd.the  fame  'mahuicript  unoer 
diCer^nt  names  :  or  ttat  it  was  firft  in  the  pblfeflion  of 
Gravius,  then  of"  Googe,  and  afterwards  purchafed'by 
yf^er.     But  this  conjeftiire  is  npt  probable,  as  will  ap- 

.  pear  frpm  Note  326.        '     '  '  .  r  ,..  ^  . 

CODICES    HAVNIENSES.   . 

190.  This  manufcript  and  the  two  following  are  fle- 
fcribed  in  Bircli's  Prolegomena,  p.  80— 02.  aridextV^£is 
are;  given  from^tnem  among  the  various  readings  to  his 

.  Greek  Tpjlament.  IijtHe  volume  of  the  t)r.  Bfb.  to  which 
ourautnor  refers^  are  pnfy  cxtrafts  from  rte'nrier'sNritttia. 

.  This  work  was  publifh^d  at  Copehtiagen  in  1784^1  8v6. 


V  PAGE    0,66. 

191.  Namely  in  the  epiftles.  ,  See.  Grjpfbach's  Greek 
Teftament,  Vol.  II.  p.  4.  .  What  the 'abbreviation  fjal. 
(ignifies  is  wholly  unknown.  .  All  that  Gr|e(bach  fays  of 
it  in  the  place  juft  mentioned  is^  Codex  neicio  qiiis,  cu- 
jus  ^xcerpca,adje8inota  Hal.,  extant  in  margine  exem- 
plaris  editionis  ^Milianae,  qiiod  adfervacur  in  bibliotFieca 
.  ,Bodle;ana. 

1,9a.  Gr,ie(bach,  inhis  Symbolae  critice,  p.  245.  relates 

that  they  were  made  partly  by! Mill  and  partly  by  Heafne. 

193.  If  the  abbreviation  HaU  denotes  a  manufcnpt^ 

.  i^  muft  have  likewife  C9ntained  thedjofpels^  for  Grief- 

bfich  fa){s  in  his  Sy^bola^,   p.  1J46V/  Curavi  ut  aiinota- 

.  Vpnes  qufe  ad  priora  Matthaei  capita  etad  epifto^     Apof- 

A  a  a  2  *  tolorum 
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tolorum  fpcQant,  raltim  potiores,  defcriptas  in  p^trtam 
mecum  apportarem.  He  has  publifhed  his  extrads  frooi 
Su  Matthew,  at  the  end  of  his  Symbolae. 

CODICES   HARLEIANI. 

194.  Thefe  MSS.  are  preferved  in  the  firitifli  Mufeutn, 
and  are  defcribed  in  the  ^'Catalogue  of  (he  Harfeian 
Colledion  of  manufcripts  purchafed  by  authority  of  Par- 
liament for  the  ufe  of  the  publick,  and  preferved  in  the 
Britifli  Mufeum  London  1759.  a  Vols,  folio.  The  firft 
perfon  who  collated  any  of  thefe  manufcripts,  was  Grief- 
bach,  who  has  enunnferated  ten  of  them  in  the  different 
..catalogues  of  MSS.  prefixed  to  the  feveral  parts  of  bis 
Greek  Teflament.  Of  thefe  our  author  mentions  only 
iive^  which  are  all  MSS.  of  the  Gofpels,  namely  tbofe 
marked  1810,  5540,  5559,  5567,  5731,  which  Grief- 
bach  has  defcribed  in  his  Symbols  criticae^  p.  clxxxii — 
ccii.  After  having  given  an  account  of  thefe  MSS.  our 
author  adds,  thatthereare  fix  other  Harleian  manufcripts, 
containing  the  cpiftles,  and  marked  5552,  55889  5613, 
5620,  5778,  5796,  one  of  which  (5778)  formerly  be- 
longed to  Dr.  Covel,  and  has  been  defcribed  above, 
under  the  title  Covel.  5 ;  but  of  the  remaining  five  he 
fays,  that  they  belong  not  'to  the  prefent  catalogue,  be- 
caufe  no  extra£ls  have  ever  been  given  of  them.  Now 
it  is  evident  that  he  has  copied  thefe  numbers  from  Grief* 
bach:  but  t^o  of  them  he  has  copied  wrong,  and  be  is 
likewife  miflak<;n  in  faying  that  they  have  not  been  col- 
lated, for  all  five  are  numbered  by  Griefbach  in  hrs  Greek 
Teftament,  who  fays  in  particular  of  the  Codex  5613, 
*  a  nobis  collatum.'  I  will  therefore  give  an  account  of 
them  as  far  as  relates  to  their  contents,  though  I  am  un« 
able  to  defcribe  them  critically,  becaufe  they  belong  to 
the  fecond  volume  of  the  Symbolae  critical,  which  Grief- 
bach  has  not  yet  publifhed. 

Harleianus  5552,  a  manufcript  of  all  the  Epiflles ; 
noted  by  Griefbach  66.  in  St.  PauPs  Epiftles,  63.  in  the 
Catholic  £piftles.   But  Griefbach,  in  tfcue  fecond  volame 

of 
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of  his  Symbolae  criticac  has  (hewrii  that  this  MS.  is 
nothing  more  than  a  tranfcript  of  the  firfl:  edition  of 
£rarmus. 

Harleianus  5588^  a  tDanufoript  of  the  A£ls  and  all 
the  Epidles ;  noted  by  Griefbach  59.  in  the  Ads  and 
the  Catholic  Epidles^  and  62.  in  the  Epidles  of  St.  Paul. 

Harleianus  5613,  a  manufcript  of  the  A£ls,  the  Epif- 
t]es,  and  the  Revelation ;  noted  by  Griefliach  60.  in  the 
ASLs  and  the  Catholic  Epidles,  6 j.  in  the  Epidles  of  St. 
Paul,  and  29.  in  the  Revelation,  in  which  book  it  is  de- 
fcdive  from  ch.  xxii.  2.  to  the  end. 

Harleianus  5650,  Griefbach's  EvangelidariuiQ  25. 
Of  this  manufcript  Griefl>ach  fays,  that  he  only  curforily 
iufpeded  it. 

Harleianus  57319  contains  fragments  of  a  Lediona- 
rium,  and  is  noted  by  Griefbach  Leifbionarium  4,  in  St. 
Paul's  Epidles. 

Griefl>ach  likewife  relates,  in  the  Catalogue  of  manu- 
fcripts  prefixed  to  St.  Paul's  Epidles,  that  the  Codex 
Harleianus  5613,  befide  the  contents,  which  hav^e  been 
already  mentioned  of  this  manufcript,  has  alfo  a  frag- 
ment containing  a  part  of  the  epidles  to  the  Corinthians, 
namely,  1  Cor.  xv.  25 — 2  Cor.  i.  15.  and  2  Cor.  x.  13., 
— xii.  5*  This  fragment  is  quoted  by  Grielbach  by  the 
figure  64.  Our  author  therefore  Has  neglefled  to  men. 
tion  fix  Harleiaa  manufcripts,  which  have  been  either 
wholly^  or  partially  collated. 

CODEX    HIRSAUGIENSIS. 

PAGE    267. 

195.  This  MS.  derives  its  name  from  the  writer  Ni- 
colaus,  monachus  Hirfaugienfis.  When  collated  by  Ben- 
gel  it  was  the  property  of  UfFenbach.  Wetdenii  Prole- 
gomena, p.  57.  This  manufcript  appears  to  be  the  fame 
as  that  which  Gricibach  has  noted  alfo  122.  and  has 
termed  Giedenfis,  as  being  preferved  in  the  Univerfity 
Library  at  Gieflen.  Bengei  defcribes  the  MS.  in  ques- 
tion as  follows :    Hirfaugienfis  continet  Evangelium  fe- 

A  a  a  3  cundum 
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cundum  Jbhannero  fcriptumqtie  fc  fatetur  per  Nicola uiti 
monachum  Hirfaugierirem  ;  convenit'autem  fingulariter^ 
c^m  Codice  Trithemii  apud  Millium.     Apparatus  criti- 
cus,  p.  Q.  cd.  ada.     Now  Profcflbr  Schulzc  difcovcrcd 
in  the  Univerfity  library  at  Gieflen  a  manufcript  of  St. 
John.s  Gofpelj.wliich  fortnerly  belonged  to  Uffcnbach, 
which  had  been  collated  by  Maius,  M/ho(e  eltraBs  are 
lik^Wifeprereryed  in  that  library,  and  which  our  author 
has  jirimed  in  his  Orient.  Bibl.  VoK  11.  p.  fi4^ — 252, 
In  his  preface  lb  ihefe  cxtrafts  Maius  gives  the  following 
account  of  the  MS.  itfeir.     Evahgeliuin  S.  Jobannis 
Grsscum  fiflit  e^^aratum  fatis  eleg^nter  anno  MD  manu 
Nicolai,  monachi  Hirfau^ienfis,  lit  in  calce  voluiininis 
patet.     i^nd  at  the  end  of  the  extra8s  he  adds,  Facile 
ex  hifce  cuivisj'udicare  licet  de  praeftantia  hujus  MSti, 
acl  cujus  laudes  hoc  imprimis  pertinet,'  quod  cum  Codice 
EvangeliiS.  Jobannis  To.  Trithemii  manu  exarato prorfiis 
cbnveniat,  et  ex  illp  defcriptus  videatur.     The  identity 
therefore  of  the  two  manufcripts  (eenis  to  bie  fqffidently 
afcertained.    I  Have  likewife  compared  the  e!xtra6ls  fiotn 
the  Cod.  Gieflenfis  with  Weiftein's  quotations  from  the 
Hirfaugienfis,  his  Codex  97.  und  found  that  their  read- 
ings are  not  conlradi3ory  to  each  other.     For  infiance 
Tohn  i.  29.  both  omit  0  Iwavvnc,  v.  44.  both  add  0  hv»u 
On  the  other  hand  Maius  has  noted  variation's  in  the 
Cod.  Cieffenfis,'  where  Wetftein  has  not  quoted  his  Cod. 
97.  but  this  is  no  argument  againft  the  identity  of  the 
manufcripts,  fince  Wetftein  has  here  ogly  copied  from 
Bcngel,  who  never  gave  complete  extra£is  from  any 
manufcript,  but  noted  only  what  appeared  remarkable. 


CObfCES   HtJNTINGDONlANL 

« 

1q6.j  The  Codd.  Huntingdonianiare  at  prefent  in  the 
Bocpeian,  and  are  defcribed  in  the  CataJogi  MStorum 
Angliab  ct  Hiberniae  in  uhum  colleQi,  T.  I.  p.  279 — 
285. 


t 
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CODICES   LAUD1.ANL 


7^7 


The  Codices  Laudiani,  which  are  preferved  in  the  Bod- 
leian>  are  defcribed  in  the  Catalogi  Libr.  MStorum  Aiv- 
glise  et  Hiberpias  in  uaum  colIe6ii,  Tom.  I^  P*  I.  p.  46 
— 76.  The  numbers  i,  2,  3.  Sec.  by  which  they  are 
ufually  quoted,  are  not  the  numbers  annexed  (o  them  in 
the  Bodleian,  but  were  adopted  by  Mill,  for  the  fake  of 
brevity. 

PAGE  270. 

197.  See  Woide's  Prolegomena,  ^  80. 

198.  Proleg.  5  77.  whcrie  many  examples  are  pro- 
duced in  Which  the  Latin  has  Veen  altered  from  the 
Greek,  hot  the  Greek  froin  the  Latin. 

•  •  •  * 

PAGE    27a. 

^99*  ^^  cannot  pofitively  affirm  that  the  Greek  text 
in  the  Laud  3.  differs  in  this  example  from  the  Latin, 
for  the  Writer  of  this  manufcript,  as  well  as  the  author  of 
the  Vulgatpy  mi^ht  have  confidered  «y  not  as  a  potential 
particle,  but  as  an  hypothetical  conJunQibn. 

200.  It  is  true  that  the  Syriac  veruoii  exprefles  wo-vio-otv, 
but  the  Syriac  text  is  not  ^v^^  as  bur  author  fays,  who 
fecms  to  have  quoted  from  memory,  but  0001  .-Ajk. 

PAGE  273. 

201.  \yqide  likewife,  immediately  over  the  fac  fimile 
reprefeniing  Jou^  l»fim»f^  has  given  a  fac  fimile  repre- 
fenting  the  text  of  the  manufcript  itfelf,  from  which  it 
IS  manifeft,  that  the  former  was  written  not  only  by  a  very 
di£Ferent  hand,  but  in  a  much  later  age  than  the  manu- 
fcript itfelf.  But  it  might  ftill  have  been  written  in  Sar- 
dinia, though  Woide  §  76.  fuppofes  that  it  was  written 
in  the  £aft,  becaufe  its  orthography  has  feveral  proper- 
ties obfervable  in  the  Alexandriniis.  But  as  thefe  are 
alfo  found  in  other  very  ancient  ihanufcripts,  they  are 
infufficient  to  warrant  ^he  inference^  when  we  refleQ  on 

'  '      A  a  a  4  (he 
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the  great  improbability  that  a  Greek  manufcript  written 
in  the  Eaft,  fhould  be  accompanied  with  a  Latin  iranda- 
tion.  This  Latin  tranflation,  contrary  to  the  ufual  ar- 
rangement of  the  Greek^Latin  manufcripts,  occupies 
it)c  firft  column  of  the  page.  It  appears  from  the  fac 
funile  whiph  Hearne  has  given  at  the  end  of  the  preface, 
as  well  as  ffom  the  edition  iifelf,  that  only  one  word,  at 
the  utmofttwo,  and  that  feldom,  is  written  in  a  line; 
and  they  are  fo  wiitten  that  each  Latin  word  Is  always 
oppofite  to  the  CDrrefpondcnt  Greek  word.  This  clearly 
[hews  that  it  was  written  for  the  u(e  of  a  perfon,  who  was 
not  well  (killed  in  both  languages  ;  and|  as  the  Latin 
occupies  the  firft  column^  this  circuinilance  affords  an 
additional  argument  in  favour  of  the  opinion,  that  it  was 
written  in  the  Weft  of  Europe,  where  Latin  only  was 
fpoken.  With  refpeft  to  the  antiquity  of  this  manufcript, 
Hearne  refers  it  to  the  eighth  century,  for  in  his  preface, 
which  is  dated  1715,  he  fays,  Ad  codicis  antiquitatem 
quod  attinetj  mea  feic  opinio  eum  elTe  annorum  plus 
minus  mille.  At  all  events  it  is  lefs  ancient  than  the 
Codex  Bezas,  as  appears  from  the  form  of  the  letters, 
cfpccially  the  A  and  the  N.  The  former  is  not  written 
thus  ^  as  in  the  Co  iex  Bezae,  but  has  a  more  modern 
fjxape,  the  left  hand  ftroke  being  in  general  not  pointed, 
but  round  :  and  the  N  is  nearly  the  fame  as  that  ufed 
by  the  ptrfon,  who  added  the  word  ANAFNAZMA  in 
different  parts  of  the  n)argin  of  the  Codex  Bez2B.  The 
£s£lions  likewile  into  which  the  Laud.  3.  is  divided,  are 
inore  numerous  than  thofe  of  the  Codex  Bczas  in  (he 
ASs  of  the  Apoftles  :  but  the  fedions  of  the  former,  like 
thofe  of  the  latter,  are  nothing  more  than  a  fubdivifion 
of  the  £uth,a]ian  fe£lions,  as  I  have  found  on  comparing 
them,  for  wherever  an  Euthalian  fc£tion  begins,  a  new 
Cej6lior)  begiijs  in  the  Laudianiis  3.  The  firft  letter  of 
the  word,  which  begins  each  fcttion,  projefts  into  the 
inargin,  and  is  forpewhat  larger  than  the  other  letters, 
yrhich  it  exceeds  in  a  greater  degree  than  the  firft  letter 
9f  a  feflion  exceeds  the  reft  in  the  Codex  Bezas,  but  in 
^  Ipfs  degree  than  in  the  Codex  Alexandrinus.    It  agrees 

A  with 
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wifh  both  thefe  MSS.  in  not  having  the  fedions  of  the 
ASts  of  the  Apoftles  numbered  in  the  margin. 

PAGE  274. 

202.  In  the  very  feftion  to  which  our  author  alludes, 
Woide  has  aftually  produced  nearly  forty  examples  in 
which  the  Laud.  3.  a^^rees  with  the  quotations  of  Bede. 
Nor  were  our  author's  objefiions  unknown  to  Woide, 
who  had  not  only  feen^  but  a6iually  ufed  the  third  edi- 
tion of  his  IntroduQion,  for  he  has  quoted  from  it  a  very 
long  paffage  in  the  firft  part  of  his  preface. 

203.  Publiflied  at  Copenhagen  in  1785,  8vo. 

CODEX    LBICESTRENSIS. 

PAGE    275. 

204.  The  Syriac  vcrfion,  (by  which  expreffion  is  gene^ 
rally  ufiderftood  the  old  Syriac  or  Pefhito)  has  notnxojri 
TCtf-tf-aoK  with  the  Cod.  Leiceftrenfis,  but  the  common 
reading  fixo<ri  tjik.  It  is  found  however  in  the  Philox- 
enian,  and  alfo  in  the  Armenian. 

ao.5.  Here  is  nothing  more  than  an  extraQ  from  the 
Catalogtie  of  the  Library  of  Cefar  de  Miffy,  publifhed  in 
London  in  1776. 

PAGE    276. 

206.  It  is  not  in  the  firitifh  Mufeum.  If  it  was  pur- 
chafed  by  Dr.  Hunter,  it  muft  be  .fought  hereafter  in  the 
Univerfiiy  Library  at  Glafgow,  where  Dr.  Hunter's,  ma- 
nufcripts  will  be  depofited. 

207.  Wetftein,  who  had  his  accounts  from  de  Mifly 
himfeif,  relates  very  circumftamially  that  the  exira6ls 
from  the  Codex  Leiceftrenfis,  weie  made  byjackfonand 
Tiffin,  that  thefe  extrafts  were  written  by  Gee  in  the 
margin  of  the  oftavo  Oxford  edition  of  the  Greek  Tefta- 
ment,  that  this  copy  was  purchafed  by  de  Mifly  who  lent 
it  to  Wetftein  in  1748.  See  his  Prolegomena,  p.  53. 
3ut  there  is  a  much  more  complete  colledion  of  readings 

from 
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from  the  Godex  Leiceftrenfis  than-  tbofe  given  by  Wet* 
ftein.  Jackfon^who  lived  ai  Leicefter,  fpcnt  a  great 
part  of  his  life  in  making  extra3s  from  this  manufcript, 
which  he  wrote  in  red  ink  in  the  margin  of  his  copy  of 
Miirs  GreekXeftament.  This  copy  is*  now  prefery^ 
in  Jefus  College  Libr9ry.  in  Cambridgei  where  it  is  majrk- 
ed  O,  0,  i«  On  the  fit  ft  of  the  blank  leavesi  which  s^re 
prefixed  to  the  title  page9  Jackfpn.has  written,  ^  In  hoc 
exemplar!  excufo  N,  T.  habentur  omnes  var.  leQ.  Cod. 
MS.  Leiceftrenfis  poft  Millium  dcnuo  cum  diligqntia 
coUati.  This  copy  of  Mill's  Greek  Teftamen(  with 
Jackfon*s.  marginal. readings  i$  a  treafiire  of  facred  qrip- 
cifm,  which  deferves  to  be  communicated  to  the  public. 
It  contains  the  refult  of  all  his  labours  in  that  branch  of 
literature,  it  fupplies.  many*  of  the  defers  of  Mill,  and 
correfls  many  of  his  errors  ;  and  befide  quotations  from 
manufcripts  and  ancient  verfions,  it  contains  a  copious 
colleftion  oF  readings  fjom  many  of  the  Others,  which 
have  beea  hithertos  v^ry  imperfe&ly  colbuiedi  or  wholly 
neg)e&ed» 

* 

PAGE  277. 

ao&  The  defcription  given,  by  Wetftein  is  circum- 
ftantial,  clear,  and  probable:  it  dpes  not  appear  to  be 
attended  with  either  myftery  or  error.  Our  author  there- 
fore muft  mean,  that  there  is  fomething  myfterious,  with 
refpefl  to  the  origin  of  this  manufcript. 

CODOX    MANHEIMENSIS^ 

PAGE  978. 

S09.  In  Eichhorn'a  AHgemeine  Bibliothekj  Vol.  III. 
p.  646 — 665.  is  defcribed  a  manufcript  of  the  four  Cof- 
pels,  wiitten  on  vellum,  confifting  of  three  quarto  vo- 
lumes, and  preferved  in  the  Elefcioral  Library  at  M^n* 
heim.  The  Account  was  communicated  by  Mr.  Rinck^ 
who  relates  that  it  is  written  in  uncial  letters^  the  form 
of  which  is  between  the  more  ancient  and  more  modern 

fbapc 
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fhape  of  thofe  chai^aders.     He'  has  (ilcewife  ghreti  a  fpe^* 
cimen  of  its  readihgs  fronofMath.  iv,  v.  x.xvi.  Mark  !)• 
H,  Hi.  ix,  X,  xi,  xii.  xviii.    Lukt  iii.  v,  vi«     John  iii  iir. 
Which  he  has  compared  with  the  readings  o(  the  manu* 
ftri pes  collated  by  Prbfeflbr  Birth,  frottl  whieh  compa^ 
rifon  it  appears,  that,  where  the   Cod.  ManhcmienfiS' 
differs  from  the  common  text,  it  agrees  principally  with 
the  Codd.  Vatican!  349.   354.   g6o.    1067.   1209.  (the 
celebrated  Cod:  Valicanus)  Cod.  Urbino-Vaticanus  2. 
Cod.  Lambecii  31.  Codd.  Havn.  i,  2.     This  excites  a 
favourable  opinion  of  it,  as  the  ihanufcripts  here  men- 
tioned ate  fotiie  of  the  befl-,  which  Birch' has  collated. 


CODICES  &    MARIiB  IN   VALLIGELLA. 

Here  may  be  Hkewife  inferted  the  following.  Codices 
Stae.  Marias  in  Vallicella  in  Rome,  which  ProfelTor  Birch 
has  examined' in  certain  places,  and  defcribed  in  his  Pro^ 
legomena,  p.  45.     They  are  MSS.  of  the  Gofpels. 

1.  Cod^x  fignatus  B,  133.  membranaceus  in  forma 
minori,  fxculo  ut  videtur  xii.  fcripti>s. 

2.  Codex  (ignatus  C,  6t.  membranaceus^  fcriptusin 
quarta  forma,  fseculo  xii. 

^  Codex  fignatus  C,  73.  in  oflavo,  memb#anaceo% 
fsecoli  XI,  ut  judicat  Montfaufcon. 

4.  Codex  lignatus  F,  90.  membranacetis,'  faecuH  xii. 
The  firft  and  laft  of  thefe  manufcripts  are  defcribed  ffi 
Blanchini  £>angeHarium  Quadruplex^  P.  I.  p«  529—^ 
531;  who  has  alfo  given  a  fac  fimile  of  the  plate  annexed 
to  p.  527; 

CODEX   MARSHI. 

2 to.  The  number  24.  denotes  not  its  place  in  the 
catalogtie  of  the  Bodleian  MSS.  but  is  the  mark  which 
Was  afliited  to  it  by  its  former  proprietor^  MarOi,  Arch* 
biihop  of  Armagh.  It  is  quoted  by  Griefbach  as  his  Cod. 
1 1 8.    Oar  author  lias  already  defcribed  this  MS.  N^  58. 

and 
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and  therefore  reckcmed  the  fame  MS.  twice.  Griefbach 
h^s  afli^ned  a  place  in  his  catalogue  to  two  other  Co- 
dices Mar(hi,  22.  and  23.  likewife  in  the  Bodleiap,  and 
which  our  author  has  omitted.  They  are  both  of  them 
Evangeliftaria,  and  are  numbered  by  Criefbach  28,  and 
29 :  but  he  fays  that  he  only  curforily  infpeded  them. 

CODEX    MAZARINI. 

PAGE  279. 

The  fir  ft  perfon,  who  printed  exCraQs  from  this  ma- 
nufcript,  was  Curcellasus>  who  in  the  preface  to  his 
Greek  Teftament,  printed  at  Amfterdam  in  1658,  gives 
the  following  account  of  it.  Addidi  poftea  alias  (fdl. 
varias  le£iiones)  ad  £vangelia  pertinentes  ex  MS.  Con- 
ftantinopolitano  plufquam  odingentorum  annorum,  qui 
eft  in  bibliotheca  Cardinalis  Mazarini,  nee  non  ex  alio 
MSk  adhuc  vetuftiore ;  uirafque  ab  amico  Lutetia  ad  me 
miflas.  It  is  probably  the  fame  as  that  which  is  now 
marked  82,  in  the  royal  library  in  Paris,  and  defcribed 
in  the  Cat.  MSS.  Bibl.  regis,  Tom.  II.  p.  16.  for  this  is 
tfie  only  MS.  of  the  four  Gofpels,  in  che  whole  library, 
.which  formerly  belonged  to  Cardinal  Mazarin,  (I  mean 
MSS.  of  the  Greek  text,  for  there  are  feveral  MSS.  of 
Greek  commentaries  which  belonged  to  him)  and  it  is 
probable,  that  whatever  manufcripts  be  had  were  depo- 
fited  there  after  his  deat)!.  But  it  is  not  lb  ancient  as 
Curcellsu^  fuppofed,  being  referred  by  the  editors  of 
the  Paris  Catalogue  to  the  twelfth  century.  I  know  not 
why  Wetftein  has  given  this  MS.  a  place  in  bis  cata* 
logue,  and  numbered  it  103.  for*!  never  met  with  an 
inftance  of  this  number  among  his  various  readings. 
Our  author  fays,  that  Wetftein  has  borrowed  extracts  of 
this  manufcript  from  che  edition  of  Curcellseus;*  but  this 
}s  wholly  jmpoflible,  for  though  Curcellaeus  has  given 
extrads  from  the  Codex  Mazarini  in  the  margin  of  his 
.Greek  Teftament,  yet,  as  he  has  quoted  bis  various  read- 
.i/)g$,  without  ever  fpecifying  the  particular  manufcripts, 

from 
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from  which  they  were  taken,  it  was  wholly  impoffible  for 
Wetftein  to  diftinguifh  thofe  of  the  Codex  Mazarini  from 
the  readings  ofother  manufcripts. 

CODICES    MEADL 

an.  The  manufcript  defcribed  N*.  3.  is  Wetfteiri's 
Codex  58.  in  the  third  part,  and  contains  the  Ads  and 
the  J^piltles,  whereas  the  Cod.  Meadi  1.  which  our  au- 
thor mentions  in  this  number,  is  a  manufcript  of  the 
Gofpels  only.     He   fays  alfo,  in  the  following  article, 
that  the  Cod.  Meadi  3.   has  likewife  been  defcribed  N*. 
3. :  we  muft  not  however  conclude  that  the  fame  MS. 
has  been  quoted  under  three  different  names,  though 
Wetftein  afligned,  in  his  catalogue  of  MSS.  in  the  third 
part,  Vol.  II.  p.  452.  454.  two  different  numbers,  2a. 
and  58.  to  that  MS.  of  the  ABs  and  the  Epiftles  which 
belonged  to  Dr.  Mead,  and  was  afterwards  purchafed  by 
Dr.  Aikew,  probably  becaufe  he  did  not  know  that  they 
were  one  and  the  fame  MS.     Our  author's  two.fold  re- 
ference to  N^  3.  is  occafioned  by  the  circumftance,  that 
the  two  MSS.  here  defcribed  by  the  names  of  Cod*  Meadi 
1,  and  Cod..  Meadi  3.  the  one  containing  the  Gofpels, 
the  other  the  A3s  and  the  Epiftles,  were  fuppoied  by  Dr. 
Afkew,  who  was  inpoffeflion  of  both,  to  be  parts  of  one 
and  the  fame  whole,  both  of  which  therefore  our  author 
mentions  N*.  3.  though  that  article  relates  properly  to 
the  latter  alone.     The  Codices  Meadi  i.  and  3.  which 
ere  purchafed  by  Dr.  A  Ike  w,  are  now  in  the  Britifh 
Mufeum.     See  Note  40.     The  Codex  Meadi  2.  which 
is  an  Evangeliftarium,  was  likewife  purchafed   by  Dr. 
Afkew,  from  whofe  hands  it  came  into  thofe  of  Made- 
tnoifelle  d'Eon,  who  offered  it  a  fhort  time  ago  for  fale, 
but  not  being  able  to  get  the  price  fhe  expeded,  which 
vas  fifty  guineas,  fhe  has  packed  it  up,  with  a  A  intent  to 
fend  it  to  France. 
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CODICES    ME-DIC^I. 

PAGE    280. 

• 

212.  The  copy  of  Stephens's  edition  of  155O9  in  which 
Pithoeus  wrote  bis  extrajds,..  wji^  purchafed  by  Bernard, 
,  who  .CQiBmunicaied  the  readings  to  Mill,  from  whom 
r  they  w,ere  copied  by  Wetftein.  See. Mill's  Prolegomena, 
,§  14^8.  and  Wetfteiq's /Prolegomena,  p.  50.  Wetftein 
,ad45>  M^icaeus  auteni,  reference  Am^lottio,  qui  eo 
uru3  eft)  jaAi  ia  Trecenft  collegiq  aflfervatur. 

PAGE   281. 

.  C13.  A  lift  of  .Mfidic^an  manuffcripls  of  the  Gofpels, 

fo  called  b^^fe  (hey.,, are  preferved.in  the  Bibl^otheca 

Medicseo-l^ureotiana  jr)  FlQiience,  is  given,  by  Profeflbr 

c  Birch,  in  his  Prolegon^^na,  p^  51 — 53.  and  which  have 

.  been :  mentipp^d  above,   Note  ^i/S^  under  the  Codices 

V  F3orc;nti.oi, 

CODICES    MISSYAlJ^I. 

^  244.  DeMifly  collated  thi$.manu(cript. of  the  Gofpels 
a  feoohd  lime,  and. the  collation  wa|i  purcbafec}  after  ^his 
death  iby  Jackfon^  &om  whofe  b^v>ds  ttcameiptq  Jefus 
OoUege  Library  io  Camhridgq,  where  it,  is.mari^  O, 

vO*  .ii<  •  To. this  collation ide/Mi/Ty  has  prefixed  a  Latin 
•preface^  yrhich  begins, in  the  fpllowing manner  :  P^i^^^ 

•  banc  ;Novi  Teftamenti  partem  cum  manufcripto.^ipeo 
•quatuor  Evangeliorum  cpdjce.  in^pfit>r^naceq,  et  fpptin- 
gentis  circiter  abhinc  annis  (prout  jconjicere  licet)  .exa- 
vato,  o/»n  a  ine  coUatam  diUgentius.^m^rjcpnfuli^  Sec. 

'The  prefsice  is  ^ated.Marybone,  .near,  Lopflon, ,  Nov. 
1747,     The  manufkript  itfelf  is  preferved^in  the  BritiOi 

>  ^Mufeum,  where  it  is  .marked  4949*  among  tbc.^adi- 
tional  manufcripts.  ;  At  the  ^e^d  of  the:..9jaQafpript  is 
written,  £  libris  Caefaris  de  Mifly  BerpJ^nenfis,  Lobdini^ 
A.D.  1745.  There  is  alfo  another  manufcript  of  the 
four  Gofpels,  which  formerly  belonged  to  de  Mifly,  now 

in  the  Britifti  Mufeum,  and  numbered  ^    ^^      >   con- 

fifting 
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fiftifig  of  twd  voliifMs  of  the  ismo.*  fi^e.  In  the  fiyft 
volume,  at  thebottom  of  the  (irft  page,  is'wruten,  Cae* 
faris  de  Mifly  Berolineniis,  a.d,  1748.  No  extrads 
have  been  given  of  this'iAanufcript  in  any  edition  of  the 
Oreek  Teftament,  unlefs  ic  has  been  collated  and  quoted 
by  fome  dififek^nt^nande,  'before  it  came  into  the  hand^  of 
de  MifTy.  l^he  two  maviurcripts^  bf  Cofar  de  Mifly, 
'  wfcich  our  author  defcribcs  N**  177, 178/  and  which  he 
fays  Weref  purchafed  by  Dr.  Hutiter,  will  be  ^depofifeftd 
itfiih  the  reft  of  Dr;  Huhti^r's  ttanufcriptsun^  Glafgow 
Library. 
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215.  The  literary  life  bjfCefar  de  Mifly  is'defcribed 
p.  6oi — 604.  of  Nichols's  anecdotes  ofBowyer,  Lond. 
1782,  4to,  The  account  is  chiefly  taken  from  the  Ga- 
zette literairef  de  Berlin,  19th.  and  26th.  Feb.  1778. 

C  O  D  EX'  JM  OL  S'H  E  IME  N  SI  S. 

PA&£  284. 

216.  But  he  would  ftave  equally  omitted  to  quote 
this  manufcript  if  the  reading  had  been  pf,  (incc'  the 
reading  of  the  Valgate  is  ^  quod.'  His  filence  therefore 
on  this  occafion  leaves  it  wholly  undetermined,  whether 
the  €od.  MolQieimenfis  has  a  or  dfof. 

COEiElX'MONTFORTIANUS. 

217.'  That  thi^«  manufcript  is  written  on  papery  not 
on  vellum,  as  fome'have  fdppofed;'  is  confirmed  by  the 
accbunt  cortimuntcated  to  Profeflbr  Bruns  -by  the  pre- 
fcnt^Bifliop  of  Waterford^  and  printed  in  the  third 
volume '  of  *  the-  Ripfertorium.  It  appears  likeWife  from 
'  this  account,  thsitthe  manufcript  is '-of  the.  duodectmo 
fize. 

218'.  Our  author*  here  reviews  Travis's  Letters^  to 
Gibbon^  and  combbts  the  arguments  which  are  there 
alleged  in  favour  of  i  John  v.  7.  efpeciallythofe' which 

are 
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are  gi'ounded  on  the  authority  of. the  two  modern  maHtH 
fcriptS)  the  Monifortianus  and  Raviaiuis. 

?AG£  285. 
219.  As   this  manufcript  is  one  of  the  two  pillars, 
which  fupport  the  celebrated  verfe  in  the  firfl  epiflle  of 
St.  John,  it  would  be  of  fome  importance  in  facred  cri^ 
ticiim,  if  we  could  trace  it  to  its  fource.     We  know  the 
names  of  five  of  its  proprietors,  who  probably  wrote  their 
names  at  the  beginning  of  the  manufcript,  which  en- 
abled Ufher,  the  lall  proprietor,  before  it  came  to  Trinity 
College,  Dublin^  to  mention  them  in  the  London  Poly- 
glot. Montforty  who  poflefled  it  before  Ufher,  and  from 
whom  the  MS.  takes  its  name,  becaufe  it  belonged  to  him, 
when   it  was  collated  for  the  London  Polyglot,  was  a 
bo8or  of  Divinity  at  Cambridge  in  the  middle  of  the 
lad  century.     William  Chare,  or  Chark,  poflefled  it  be- 
fofb  Dr.  Montfort.  I  n  a  manufcript  collation  of  the  Codex 
Montfortiaous,  which  is   now  preferved  in    Emanuel 
Library  in  Cambridge,  and  is  perhaps  that  which  was 
made  for  the  London    Polyglot,  the  name  is  written 
Chare;  but  a    line  is  dra^  under  it,  feemingly  by  a 
different    hand,    and   Clark  is  written  in   the  margin, 
which,  in  the  catalogue  of  manufcripts  prefixed  to  the 
Van  leQ.  N.  T.  in  the  fixth  volume  of  the  London 
Polyglot,  is  converted  into  Clerk.     But  Mill,  who  pro- 
bably  faw  this  manufcript  collation,  has  written  Chare. 
"He  likewife  fpeaks  of  him>  as  a  perfon  well  known,*  for 
he  fays,  in  his  Prol.  ^  1376.     Codicis  cum  in  corpore, 
turn  pracfertim  in  fpaiio  marginali  plurima  notavii  eru* 
ditus  quifpiam :  Qui.  Charcus  ut  opinor,  erat  enim  is 
in  GraQcis  infigniter  verfatus;,  &c.     And  in  the  new  An- 
nual Regifler  for  1791,  Hiftory  of  Knowledge,  p.  xii. 
William  Chaik  is  mentioned  as  a  diftinguiflied  fcholar 
in  Queen  Elizabeth's  time.     He  is  probably  the  ,^me 
William  Chark,  who  was  of  Peter  Houfe,'and  was  expel- 
led the  Univerfity  for  herefy  in  1572.  Thomas  Glcfpent, 
who  poflefled  it  before  Chare,  is  perhaps  the  per(on,  of 
whom  Arias  Montanus  fpeaks  in  his  preface  to  the  firft 

volume 
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volunl^e  of  the  Antwerp  Polyglot,  dated  1569,  *  Eft 
etiam  nobis  a  Clemente  Anglo,  Philofophiseet  Medicines 
Dodorc,'  Sec.  Froy  therefore,  the  Francifcai)  friar,  muft 
have  poflefled  it  either  about,  or  before  the  middle  of 
the  (ixteenth  century  2  a  few  years  previous  to  which, 
that  is,  between  1519  and  1522,  it  was  known  to  Eraf* 
mus,  by  the  ndme  of  Codex  firitannicus.  We  can 
afcend  no  higher  in  the  hiftory  of  this  manufc.  ipt,  as 
we  have  no  further  data  :  but  it  is  probable  that  we  have 
nearly  reached  the  time  of  its  origin,  fince  there  is  reafon 
to  believe  that  it  was  written  only  a  few  years  before  tha 
laft  mentioned  period.     See  the  latter  part  of  Note 

2  20.  But  the  very  (Irongeft  proof  is,  that  the  text  of 
the  third  edition  of  Erafmus,  •printed  in  1522,  diSers 
in  this  interpolated  paflage  from  all  other  editions,  ex« 
cept  thofe  which  were  immediately  copied  from>  it,  and 
at  the  fame  time  agrees  word  for  word  with  the  Codex 
Momfortianus.  As  the  edition  of  Complutum,  the 
third  edition  of  Erafmus,  and  the  third  edition  of  R, 
Stephens,  are  the  three  cardinal  editions,  from  which 
iRoft  others  have  been  formed,  and  are  themfelves  diffi-^ 
cult  to  be  procured,  I  will  tranfcribe  from  all  three  the 
interpolated  words,  and  compare  them  with  thofe  of  the 
Codex  Momfortianus. 

Editio  ComplutenGs,  anni  1514. 

f$  Tftif  i«f  TO  IIP  iio'i.     Kai   Tfui  fia-i»  01  fA%f\}ifw!lii  iiri  rnc 

Codex  Montfortiapus. 

'  fv  ry  9f»p^9  v»7iif,   A«y«c,  x«»  vtriUfAOi  ay»«»9  Ha*  a1«i  m 

Editio  Erafmi  tertia^  anqi  1522* 
Tfiic  tv  s^'^     Kai  rfuf  li«'»»  oi  ^*aflvm1if  iir  ti^  yn.' 

'  Vol.  II.  B  b  b  '       Editio 
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Editio  Stephani  tenia,  anni  1550. 

i»  rip  Sfftf^  •  volfi^,    e   Ab^oc,    xai    to  ayioy   v»iu;««,   ic«| 

It  is  evident  therefore  that  the  Code^L  Britannicw 
Erarmi,  and  the  Codex  Montfortianus,  are  one  ^nd  the 
feme  naanufcript.  Erafmu^  has  given  an  exa&  tranfcript, 
:which  Stephens  (or  rather  Erafmus  himfelfy  in  his  two 
lail  editions)  has  modelled  into  better  iGreek  by  the  in- 
fertion  of  the  article,  in  imitation  of  the  Complutenfiaii 
editors.  If  further  proof  were  required,  th^t.  the  Codex 
Montfortianus  and  the  Codex  Britannicus  Erafmi  ar^ 
one  and  the  fame  manufcript,  it  might  be  added,  that 
Erafmus,  in  his  ApoIogia»ad  Jacobum  Stunicam,  which 
IM^as  firft  printed  at  Paris  in  15229  and  re  printed  in  154O1 
in  the  lad  volume  of  the  fiafel  edition  of  Erafmus's 
vorks,  p.  238 — 296.  has  given  a  tranfcript  not  only  of 
the  feventh,  but  of  the  eighth,  and  a  part  of  the  nintl^ 
yerfe,  fjrom  the  Codex  Britannicus,  and  the  whole  paf- 
fage,  though  it  differs  from  the  common  printed  text, 
agrees  word  for  word  with  the  text  of  the  Codex  Moot* 
fortianus,  except  in  the  omiffion  of  the  word  «yif»!i 
and  of  the  article  •!  before  /ma^Iv^ v»7ff,  which  are  clearly 
typographical  errors,  becaufe  they  are  nol  wanting  in 
bis  third  edition  of  the  Greek  Teftament,  printed  in 
the  fame  year  as  his  Apology  to  Stunica,  and  before 
Erafmus  had  feen  the  Complutenfian  edition,  and  be^ 
caufe  he  exprefsly  declares  that  1  John  v.  7.  as  it  ftands 
in  the  third  edition  of  his  Greek  Teftameht,  Was  taken  ' 
from  the  podex  Britannicus,  Compare  the  laft  volame 
of  the  Bafel  edition  of  Erafmus's  works,  p,  295.  with 
the  fac  fimile  of  t  John  v.  6,  7,  8,  9.  in  £ichhorn*s  Re- 
pertorium,  Vol.  Ifl.  p.  260.  Whether  the  two  typo- 
graphical errors  above-mentioned,  on  whicli  fo  much 
firels  has  lately  been  laid,  are  likewife  obfervable  in  the 
biiginal  edition  of  the  Apologia  ad  Stunicam^  I  know 
not,  as  1  have  never  been  able  to  procure  it.  Erafmus 
in  bis  obfcrvations  on   1  John  v.  .7,  in  his  edition  of 
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I5^7f  draws  a  parallel  between  this  paflTigeof  the  CodeK 
Britannicus  and  the  Complutenfian  edition :  but  he 
takes  no  notice  of  any  diflPerence  in  refpefi  to  •!  and 

821.  It  is  neither  the  bufinefs  of  the  iranflator,  nor 
fuitable  lo  the  prefent  defion,  to  enter  into  the  difputes, 
to  which  our  author  here  alludes.  It  is  TufBcient  to  ob* 
ferve,  that  the  controverfy  relative  to  the  Complutum 
^ition,  which  fome  years  ago  divided  the  literati  in 
Germany^  was  conduced  principally  by  Semler,  Pro* 
feflbr  of  Divinity  in  Halle,  on  the  one  fide,  and  Goeze^ 
M  clergyman  in  Hamburg,  on  the  other.  A  lilt  of  the 
principal  publications,  which  appeared  on  this  occafiQn, 
may  be  feen  in  the  17th.  Note  to  chap.  xii.  fed.  1.  The 
hint,  in  regard  to  moderation  and  impartiality,  is  inap- 
plicable to  Semler,  whofe  moderate  and  tolerant  prin- 
ieiples  are  univerfally  known. 
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ase.  It  appears  from  the  fac  fimile  of  this  pafTage, 
pobiifbed  in  the  Repertorium,  Vol.  III.  p.  a6o.  that 
in  the  words  r^uc  and  fts-i,  the  diphthong  ci  is  denoted 
fcf  a  figure  refembling  a  ^,  which  abbreviation  is  like- 
^ife  ufed  in  the  Codex  Regius  2930.  written  in  the 
vcar  1124,  of  which  Montfaucon  has  given  a  fpecimen 
so  his  Palaeographia  Grseca,  p.  308.  and  which  he  has 
defcribed  p.  303.  But  as  this  fame  abbreviation  is  like- 
wife  found  in  the  mod  modern  manufcripts,  as  appears 
from  the  fpecimen  given  in  Montfaucon's  Pdlacographia, 
p.  333.  it  affords  no  proof  of  antiquity.  With  refpeA 
10  the  dots  over  the  Iota  and  the  Ypfilon,  from  which 
an  argument  has  been  drawn  in  favour  of  its  antiquity, 
ttecaufe  Mcmtfaucon,  in  his  Palaeographia,  p.  33  had 
tkid  thefe  dots  were  in  ufe  a  thoufand  years  ago,  11  may 
be  obferved,  that  they  are  ured  likewife  in  the  moft  mo* 
dern  manufcripts,  (  Palsographia,  p.  324,  333.)  and  are 
therefore  no  proof  of  antiquity.  On  the  contrary,  thefe 
very  dots  may  be  ufed  as  an  argument,  to  prove  that 
the  C#d.  Mootfortianus  is  very  modern.     For  though 

ji  b  b  9  Mont- 
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Montfaucon  refers  totwo  manufcripts  in  uncial  letters^ 
in  which  thefe  do^s  are  rometioies  added  over  i  and  vt 
and  ihey  are  found  in  the  Alexandrinus,  and  Caniabri- 
gienfis,  yei  of  all  the  fpecimens  which  he  has  given 
p.  ayo — 300.  of  inanufcri(Ms  written  in  fmall  letters, 
from  the  firft  introduSion  of  thefe  letters,  not  one  be- 
fore the  twelfth  century  has  thofe  dots.  See  p.  301. 
of  the  Palffiographia,  where  a  manufcript  written  in 
the  twelfth  century  has'  them  fometimes  on  the  i^  but 
never  on  the  «.  But  manufcripts  written  in  thp  four- 
teenth century,  of  which  he  has  given  fpecimens,  p.  gici, 
333.  have  thefe  dots  on  both  letters;  but  not  in  all 
cafes.  Now  as  thefe  letters  are  dotted  always  in  the 
Codex  Monfortianus,  but  not  always  in  the  manufcripts 
of  the  .thirteenth  and  fourteenth,  centuries,  and  Oil!  Icfs 
often  in  thofe  of  the  twelfth  century,  we  may  infer  that 
the  Codex  Montfortianus  is  at  lead  9s  t^odern  as  the 
fifteenth  century. 

223.  It  feems  then  that  he  adhered  more  flriftly  to 
the  Latin,  and  confequently  wrote  worfe  Greek,  than 
the  perfon  who  tranflated  the  paflagei  as  it  ftands  in  the 
Complutum  edition. 

«224.  It  muft  here  be  obferved,  that  our  author  has 
quoted  from  the  Cod.  Mont,  the  feventh  and  eighth 
verfes  complete,  but  as  he  has  negleded  to  mention  it, 
a  doubt  might  arife,  \vhether  the  claufe  kch  ei  t^ci;  hc  t# 
i»  iio-iv,  at  the  end  of  the  eighth  verfe,  were  not  tberci 
as  well  as  the  fimilar  claufe  at  the  end  of  the  feventh. 
But  that  it  is  really  oaiitted,  appears  from  the  fac  fimile 
mentioned  in  the  preceding  note,  becaufe  it  reprefents 
alfo  apart  of  the  ninth  verfe,  and  immediately  after  vh( 

Xai  AlfAft,   follow   fl  r%¥  /MA^^Uf  lAV,   X.  T.   k. 

Tp  the  arguments  which  have  been  ufed  by  our  au» 
thor,  to  (hew  that  the  writer  of  the  Cod.  Montfortianus 
tranflated  this  paffage  from  the  Latin,  though  they  are 
fufficiently  convincing,  may  be  added,  that  he  has  altered 
VHU/MA,  in  the  fixth  verfe,  (as  appears  from  the  fac  fimile 
in  the  Repertorium,  and  likewife  from  a  collation  which  T 
^ave  procured  from  Dublin)  to  X('<'^f9  becaufe  ()hriftus 

1% 
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u  the  reading  of  the  Vulgate,  though  it  is  found  in  no 
Greek  MS.     It  is  an  alteraftion  which  could  not  have, 
idken  place  in  a  Greek  manufcript,   but  by  deGgn  :  for. 
though  ChriAus  might  be  written  for  Spiritus  by  mif- 
Ukcj  fince  thefe  two  words  were  abbreviated  in  the  old 
Latin  manufcripts  XPS  and  sP^^  (Pref.  to  Cafley's  Ca«» 
talogue,   p.  aa,  23.)    yet   the  Greek  abbreviations  of 
;^iroc  and  thujiaa  are  too  different  to  admit  of  an  acci- 
dental exchange.     The  article  likewife  is  oitiicted  before, 
*Aii^fia,  fo  that,  inftead  of  the  common  reading  to  vrnvfAot 
fri»  n  aXuduoL^  the  Cod.  Monc.  has  Xf*^^^  ^^^^  «^i)d'c<fti 
u^hich  is  manifcftly  a  bald  tranflation  of  the  Vulgate^ 
^  Chriftus  eft  Veritas/    Another  remarkable  circumftanc^ 
relative  to  this  M Si  is/ that  in  the  divjfion  of  che  text 
into  chapters,  the  Latin  arrangement  is  obferved',  though 
at  the  fame  time  the  KifatXan»  of  Eufebius  ^re  noted« 
See  the  Cat*  of  MSS  prefixed  to  the  Var«  Left.  N*  T* 
in  the  fixth  volume  of  the  London  Polyglot,     Now  the 
Latin  arrangement,  which  was  introduced  by  Hugo  de 
S.  Caro  in  the  thirteenih  century,  Arid  which  is  that  of 
our  printed  Bibles,   though  obferved  in  the  modern  ma* 
nufcripts  of  the  Vulgate,  was  in  general  not  admitted  into 
the  Greek  manufcripts^  which  adhered  to  the  xi^xXaia 
ofEufebius.     Its  admilDon  therefore  into  the  Codex 
Montfortii,  not  only  (hews  what  influence  the  Vulgate 
has  had  on  this  manufcript,  but  proves  at  the  fame  time, 
independently  of  other  arguments,  that  the  Cod.  Mont* 
fortii  is  very  modern.    For  no  Greek  MS.  is  known,  iii 
which  the  text  is  divided  into  our  pref<fnt  chapters,  that 
Was  written  before  the  fifteenth  century;  when  theOreekd, 
who  fled  from  their  own  country  into  the  Weft  of  Europe, 
became  tranfcHbers  for  members  of  the  Latin  churchy 
and  of  courfe  adopted  the  Latin  divifions.     I  have  ipy* 
felf  feen  two  of  this  kind,  in  the  Ul^iverfity  Library  of 
Cambridge,  marked  Hh,  6,   12.  and  LI,  2,  13.     The 
two  firft  are  badly  written,  on  modern  paper,  and  in  the 
moft  modern  hand :  and  the  lad  has  a  fubfcripiion  which 
imports  that  it  was  written  at  Paris,  by  Jeroxn  of  Sparta, 
who  died  at  the  beginning  of  the  i6ib.  ^entui^. 

Bbb3  22^ 
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025.  The  omiffion  of  the  tlaufe  k«i  ei  rfu(  m  r«  h 
fMTi  at  the  end  of  the  eighth  verfe,  is  a  proof,  not  only 
that  the  writer  of  the  Codex  Montfortianus  copied  from 
the  Vulgate^becaufe  no  ancient  Greek  manufcript  omits 
the  claufe  in  that  place,  but  that  he  copied  even  from 
modern  tranfcripts  of  the  Vulgate,  becaufe  this  final 
claufe  is  found  in  all  the  manufcripts  of  the  Vulgate 
written  before  the  thirteenth  century.  It  is  alfo  want* 
ing  in  the  Latin  text  of  the  Complutum  edition,  and 
for  that  restfon  this  claufe  is  there  likewife  omitted  in  the 
Gre^k.  Yet  there  is  no  reaTon  to  fuppofe  that  the  Cod, 
Montfortianus,  like  the  Cod.  Ravtanu8,i&a  copy  of  the 
tComplutum  edition,  for  the  Comp.  has  r«  wnvfAm  in  the 
fixth  verfe,  the  Mont.  xf»r«f ;  in  the  leventh  verfe  the 
Comp.  has  tin  tuc  yv^,  the  Montf.  f»  tif  yif^  the  Compl. 
0  vATtvp,  S^/c.  the  Montf.  vamp,  Sec.  without  the  article; 
the  Comp.  has  •!  t^ iif,  the  Montf.  ovrt  1  ei  r^iif* 

CODICES   MORI. 
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Mod  of  the  manufcripts  belonging  to  Bifliop  Moore 
(not  More,  as  our  author  writes  it)  are  defcribed  in  the 
Catalog.  Lib.  MSS.  Ahglis^  et  Hiberniae.  Tom.  IL 
f.  I.  p.  361—378. 

226.  It  is  now  marked  in  the  UniverCty  Library  Dd, 
9,  69.  It  has  the  Ammonian  fefliops  without  references 
to  the  canons  of  JElufebius. 

227,  It  is  now  marked  in  the  Univerfity  Library  Dd| 
8, 49.  It  was  probably  brought  from  the  Eaft,  for  imme* 
diately  above  the  firft  leflbn  is  an  Arabic  word  ij(.3}wvS 
ivhich  was  meant  perhaps  to  exprefs  Evangeliatium. 

CODICES   MOS^UETNSES, 

»AOE  188. 
siS.  They  were  pubiilhed  in  1788,  a  few  montlis  after 
cur  authos's  Introdufiion  to^tbe  N.  T. 

229.  As 
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229.  As  this  vork  is  now  complete,  the  two  laft  to- 
tumes  having  been  publifhed  in  1788,  and  the  learned 
editor  has  given  no  general  dcfcription  of  the  MSS. 
which  he  had  ufed,  I  am  unable  to  fupply,  what  our 
auxhor  was  obliged  to  omit.  But  as  the  edition  of  Mat- 
thai  is  of  real  imporunce,  1  will  fubjoin  the  following 
table,  taken  from  the  Preface  to  the  Epiftles  to  the 
CorinthiiHiS)  in  which  I  have  added  to  each  manufcript, 
fuch  fliort  accounts  as  I  have  been  able  to  feleft  from 
fcattered  parts  of  the  work,  the  table  itfelf  being  a  mere 
claflification,  without  any  defcrtpcion  whatfoeven  It 
muft  be  obferved,  that  the  figures  here  prefixed  to  them^ 
ferve  only  to  number  them  in  the  prefect  catalogue,  but 
Have  iio  reference  to  the  work  itfelf,  where  the  manu- 
fcripts  are  conftantly  quoted  by  thofe  letters,  which  here 
foUow  the  word  Codex. 

Class  I^ 

MSS.  of  the  whole  N.  T. , 

1.  Codex  k,  very  neatly  and  accurately  written  on 
vellum,  in  the  deventb  century.  See  ^ref.  to  the  Cath« 
£pift.  p.  84« " 

8.  Codex  I,  *very  accurately  written  in  fmall  letters^ 
in  the  twelfth  century,  -lb.  p.  25. 

Class  II. 

oiia,  or  LeSionariaj  of  the  whole  N4  T.  except  tbf 

Revelation, 

3 — 6.  Codices  g,  Xj  J'*  «•  The  laft  is  defcribed  in 
the  PreC  to  the  Acts,  p.  14^ 

Class  III# 
MSS.  of  the  four  Go/pels. 

f.  Codex  v,  written  in  uncial  letters, 
8— *t9«  Codices  o,  p,  q^-r,  x,  z,  written  in  fmall 
letters, 

a  b  b  4  M— 


764  VOTKf   TO   CHAP.   VIXt.    S2CT.   YI, 

14-— 18«  C-odices  a,  d,    10,  i,  n,  accooDpaoied  with 
fcboliai  or  commentaries. 

Class  IV, 
Evangeliarid. 

19 — aa  Codd.  h,  b,  written  in  uncial  letters* 
21—23.  ^9  ^9  ^9  ^^  ^^^^^  letters. 

Class  V. 

MSB.  of  one ^  or  marej  but  not  of  all  tbe  Gojpels. 

24.  Cod  e,  containing  St  Mattheur  and  St,  Mark, 
with  a  commentary. 

25.  Cod.  g,  containing  St.  Luke  and  St.  Jofan^  and  a 
fragment  of  St.  Mark,  with  a  commentary. 

26.  Cod.  11,  a  MS.'of  St.  Luke  and  St,  John,  with 
a  commentary, 

27.  Cod.  m»  a  MS.  oF  St.  Matthew  and  St.  Luke^ 
with  the  Scholia  of  Theophylaft. 

28.  Codex  s,  a  MS.  of  St.  John,  with  a  catena, 

29.  Codex  15,  a  fragment  of  St.  John,  with  fcholia, 

N.B.  I  here  omit  the  fixth,  f<^venth,  and  eighth  clafles, 
becaufe  they  contain  only  commentaries ;  they  cannot 
therefore  be  confidered  as  a  fupplement  to  our  author's 
catalogue,  whi^h  relates  only  to  manufcripts  of  the  text 
of  the  Greek  Tcftamcnt,  though  they  are  properly  placed 
in  that  of  Matthai,  as  being  one  of  the  many  fources, 
from  which  he  has  derived  his  various  readings. 

Class  IX. 

I/LSS.  containing  the  JUs^  and  tbe  Epiftks. 

30.  Codex  a,  confifis  of  three  parts,  f .  Leflbns  from 
the  Ads.  2.  The  text  of  all  the  Epiftles,  3.  Leflbns 
from  the  Adts  and  the  Epiftles  for  every  day  in  the  whole 
year.    When  this  manufcript  is  quoted  among  the  va^ 

rious 
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rious  readings^  its  three  parts  are  diftinguiQied  by  a% 
a%  a'.  It  is  very  neatly  written  on  vellum,  either  in 
the  tenth  or  eleventh  century.  Pref.  to  the  Caih.  Epift. 
p.  28. 

31.  Codex  c,  written  on  paper,  in  the  fifteenth  cen- 
tury, but  not  accurately.     Pref.  to  the  Catholic  Epiftles, 

p.  86. 

32.  Codex  d,  written  on  vellum  in  the  eleventh  cen- 
tury.    Pref.  to  the  Cath.  Epift.  p.  25. 

33.  Codex  ft  written  on  cotton  paper  in  the  thirteenth 
century.  It  has  many  remarkable  readings,  but  in  the 
Epiftles  of  St.  Paul,  which  were  written  by  a  different 
copyitl,  they  are  of  lefs  value.     lb. 

34.  Codex  m,  written  on  vellum,  in  the  eleventh  cen- 
tury. It  is  written  with  great  accuracy,  and  has  fome 
few  correQions,  but  from  the  fame  hand.     lb.  p.  24. 

Class  X. 

• 

LeQionaria  of  the  Alls  and  EpiftUs. 

35.  Codex  b,  a  MS.  written  on  vellum,  in  the  tenth 
century.  It  has  leflbns  from  the  A£ls,  and  all  the  Epif- 
tles.    lb.  p.  24. 

36.  Codex  e,  written  on  vellum,  in  the  twelfth  cen- 
tury.    It  has  lelTons  only  from  the  A£ts.     lb.  p.  25. 

Codd.  a',  and  a',  have  been  enumerated  Clafs  ix. 

Class   XI. 

MSS.  of  all  the  Epiftles. 

37.  Codex  g,  written  on  vellum,  in  the  ninth  century, 
with  a  catena  and  fcholia.  The  text  is  written  in  uncial 
letters,  but  the  commentaries  in  fmall  letters.  lb.  p.  23, 

Class  XII. 

MSS.  of  ell  tbr  Epiftles  of  St.  Paul. 

38.  Codex  n.  It  contains  alfo  the  fcholia  of  the 
Pkudo*C£cumenius. 
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Class  XIII. 

MSS.  of  one,  or  morey  but  not  all  the  Epiftles  of  St.  PauL 

39.  Codex  q,  a  MS.  of  the  Epiftle  to  the  Romans^ 
with  the  fcholia  of  the  Pfeudo-Theophylaft. 

40.  Codex  i.  a  MS.  of  the  two  Epiftles  to  the  Corin* 
thians,  with  the  fcholia  of  the  Pfeudo-TheophylaS. 

N.  B.  I  here  omit  the  fourteenth  Clafsj  for  the  fame 
reafon  as  before. 

Class  XV. 

USS.  of  the  Revelation. 

41.  Codex  o.  It  IS  accompanied  with  a  commentarjr 
of  Andreas  Caefarcenfis,  and  has  fome  various  readings 
noted  in  the  margin.     Pref.  to  the  Revelation,  p.  3. 

42.  43.  Codices  p,  r. 

Class   XVI. 

MSS.  of  leffons  from  the  catholic  epiftles. 

44,  Codex  tz,  a  manufcript  written  on  veUam^  ia 
1116*     Pref.  to  the  Cath.  £p.  p.  27. 

A  lift  of  the  Mofcow  manufcripts  in  general  is  grven 
in  the  two  following  publications,  by  the  fame  author. 
Notitia  Codd.  MStorum  Mofquenfium,  Mofquas  >776f 
fol.  and  Index  Codd.  MStorum  Graecorum  bibliothe-- 
carum  MofquenGum,  Petropoli  1780.  It  appears  alfo 
from  his  Preface  10  St.  Mark,  p.  35.  that  he  intends  to 
publifh  a  critical  defcription  of  all  his  manufcripts  of  the 
Greek  TeftamenL 

Laftly,  it  may  be  obferved,  that  befide  the  claflifi* 
cation  already  given,  which  is  grounded  on  the  contents 
only  of  the  manufcripts,  the  learned  editor,  in  his  Pre- 
face to  St.  Matthew's  Gofpel,  has  arranged  them  under 
three  heads,  in  reference  to  their  critical  authority. 
I.  Codices   textui   perpetui  fine  fcholiis.     a.  Codices 

lefiioaa- 
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ledtonariorom.  3,  Codices  textus  perpetui  cum  com* 
mcntariis  et  fcholiis.  The  value  of  a  reading  he  efti- 
mates,  caeteris  paribus,  according  to  this  gradation. 

N.  D.  Since  the  firft  edition  of  thefe  Notes  were 
printed,  Griefbach  has  given  a  very  clear  and  diftin£t  ca- 
talogue of  the  Mofcow  manufcripts  in  the  fecond  edition 
of  hit  Creek  Teftament. 

•  « 

CODEX    NANIANUS. 

faoe  289. 

130.  In  bibliotheca  equitis  Nanii  codex  aflervatur 
•baradere  unciaii  exaratus  fsculox.  vel  xi.  complefiens 
quatuor  evangelia  cum  Eufebii  canonibus.  Birch  Pro* 
kgomena,  p.  56*  This  manufcripc  was  collated  by  Dr. 
Miinter,  and  its  extracts  are  inferted  in  Birch's  Greek 
Teftament.  It  is  likewife  defcribed  in  the  foUowing  ca« 
talogue  :  Grxci  codices  manufcripti  apud  Nanios  Patri- 
ciM  Vcnetos  aflcrvati,  Bononia^,  ^7^i>  4to* 

CODEX   NORIMBEROCNSIS. 

The  work  to  which  our  author  refers,  for  a  defcrip- 
tionof  this  manufcript,  which  has  not  been  quoted  in 
any  edition  of  the  Greek  Teftament,  is  entitled,  Das 
Altdorfiche  liteiarifche  Mufeum:  but  a  Latin  defcrip- 
tion  of  it  may  be  feen  in  the  following  work,  C.  F.  dc 
Murr  Memorabilia  bibliothecarum  publicarum  Nprim-. 
bergenlium,  et  Univerfitaci^  Ahorfinar.  Norimbergse^ 
t^8^«.i^889  2  torn.  8vo. 

CODICES   COLL  E  Gil   NOVL 

^AG£    29a 

231.  The  miftakesare  not  wholly  to  be  afcribed  to 
Mill.  Ift^his  original  edition,  printed  at  Oxford  in 
1707,  the  fbllothng  account  is  given  of  thefe  manu* 
fcripts  in  the  Index  to  the  Prolegomena.  N.  1.  Evan- 
gelia in  Coiiegio  Novo,  p.  149.  155.  Afluset  Epiftola^, 
ibid.    .  N.  2.  Adus  et  Epiftolft  in  CoUegio  Novo,  p. 

tsOk 
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tso.  155.  It  is  therefore  evident  that  Mill's  Codex: 
N.  1.  or  Nov.  i«  includes  the  firft-mentioned  manu^* 
fcripr  of  the  Ads  and  the  Epiftles^  as  well  as  that  of  the 
Gofpels.  But  in  Kuller's  edition  of  Mill's  Greek  Tcf- 
taiDent,  owing  to  fome  typographical  error,  the  word^ 
*  Adus  et  Epiftolae,'  belonging  to  N.  i.  are  .oroiued, 
which  edition  being  ufed  by  our  author,  he  afcribcs  the 
inaccuracy  to  Mill  hiinfelf.  But  it  is  extraordinary  that 
he  has  not  difcovercd  the  error^  from  the  very  words 
which  he  has  quoted,  for  as  Mill,  among  his  various 
readings,  quotes  only  N.  1.  and  N.  2.  and  the  N.  i« 
18  quoted  in  the  Ads  and  Epiftles,  as  well  as  in  the 
Gofpels,  he  might  have  reafonably  fuppqfed,  notwith- 
ftanding  the  omiffion  in  Kiifter,  that  it  included  two  of 
thofe  defcribed  in  this  paragraph  of  our  author's  Iqtro- 
dudion. 

232.  Our  author  defcribes  thismanufcript  as  contain* 
ing  the  Ads  and  the  Epiftles  of  St.  Paul  alone,  but  it 
contains  likewife  the  catholic  epiftles,  as  appears  from 
Mill's  Prolegomena,  {  1423.  and  Wetft«in's  Prolego* 
mena  to  the  third  part,  Vol.  IL  p.  453.  Mill  has  even 
quoted  it  in  the  catholic  epiftles,  where  we  find  both  N. 
1.  and  ij.  2. 

PACE    291. 

233.  By  fome  extraordinary  accident,  the  marks  N*.i. 
and  N.  a.  have  been  inverted  in  the  Epiftles,  for  N.  2. 
is  quoted  in  the  Epiftles  of  St.  Paul,  whereas  N.  2.  in  the 
Polyglot,  denotes  a  manufcript  containing  only  the  Ads 
and  the  catholic  epiftles.  But  the  following  ftatement 
of  thefe  three  manufcripts,  in  New  College  in  Oxford, 
will  fet  the  matter  in  a  clear  light,  and  fliew  at  one  view 
the  marks,  by  which  they  are  noted  in  Wetftein,  Mill, 
and  the  London  Polyglot. 

MS.  of  the  Gofpelsf  ^'^'  ^^'S^^'^'"'  '';' •'^p^?''* 

^     t     I.  m  Mill. — Nov.  I.  in  Pol. 

MS.  of  the  Aas]Cod.43.inWeifteinP.II.— Nov. 
and  all  the  Epiftles.  j     2.  in  Mill. — Nov.  i.  in  PoL 
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MS.  of  the  Aas^Cod.  36.  in  Wctft.  P.  III.— Nov. 
and  the  caih.  epift.  )      1.  in  Mill. — Nov.  s.  in  Po), 

GODEX     PARRHASil. 

* 

234.  The  mod  copious  extrafts  frorn  this  manufcript 
are  thofc  M^hich  have  been  lately  given  by  Alter  in  che 
•firft  volume  of  his  Greek  Teftament,  p.  477 — 527.  The 
name  which  he  afcribes  to  it  is  that  which  it  bears  at 
prefenr  in  the  Vienna  catalogue;  but*  though  he  calls  it 
not  Cod.  Parrhafii,  it  is  evidently  the  fdiir ,  as  appears 
from  his  Note,  p.  477.  in  which  he  refers  to  Tr'^lchow's 
fencamen,  p.  22.  where  the  Cod.  ParrbaGi  is  defc  ibed. 
A  fac  fimile  of  its  charaftcrs  is  given  in  the  third  plate 
annexed  to  Trefchow's  Tentamen.  Montfaucon^  in  his 
Diarium  Italicum,  p.  308.  refers  it  to  the  eleventh  cen- 
tury.    He  has  quoted  one  reading  from  it,  Matth.  i:  11. 

»ia»  &c.  and  it  is  probdbly  on  account  of  this  reading 
that  Wetftein  aiSgned  to  this  MS.  a  place  in  his  cata- 
logue, though  he  has  negledcd  to  quote  it  in  (he  place 
in  queftion.  Montfaucon  in  the  fame  page  mentions 
another  manufcript  of  the  Gofpels,  prefervedin  the  fame 
library  of  S.  Johannes  de  Carbonaria  in  Naples,  written 
with  uncial  letters  in  the  feventh  or  eighth  century.  This 
is  the  MS.  which  Le  Long  means  in  his  fiibl.  facra, 
Tom.  I.  p.  176.  where  he  refers  to  the  Diariiim  Italj* 
pum,  p«  308.  , 

CODEX    PASSIONEI. 

935*  This  manufcript,  which  cook  its  name  from  Car- 
dinal Palfionei,  its  proprietor,  is  dpfcribed  in  Bianchini 
Evangeliarium  Quadruplex,  P.  I.  p.  564,  565.  and  in  the 
plate  annexed  tp  p.  559.  is  given  a  fac  limile  of  ii^.cha- 
ra£lers.  It  is  written  in  uncial  letters,  but  with  accents, 
and  marks  of  afpiration.  Montfaucon  likewife  in  his 
Palaeographia  Qrqeca,  p.  514.  has  giv<:n  a  fac  Cmile  of 
its  chara£ters. 


COABX 
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CODEX   PERRONIANUS. 

236.  This  manufcript  is  To  called  from  its  former  pro- 
prietor  Cardinal  Perronio.  See  Mill's  Prolegomena,  ^ 
1506.  Montfaucon,  in  bis  Diarium  Italicum,  p.  go8. 
fays  of  it,  CodQX  decimi  faeculi  egregi®  not^,  qui  cuoi 
olim  Cardinalis  Perronii  fuiflec,  jam  in  bibliothecg  S, 
Taurioi  Ebroicenfis  confpicitur. 

CODXCES   PETAVIANJ. 

FAGE  29^. 

^37.  The  manufcriptSy  which  formerly  belonged  to 
Petavius,  or,  according  to  his  French  name,  Peieau, 
were  purchafed,  if  not  ail,  at  leaft  ihs  greateft  part  of 
them,  by  Queen  Chriftina  of  Sweden.  Our  author  re- 
lates that  tne  firft  of  the  three  Codices  Petaviani,  of 
which  extra£ls  have  be^  given  by  Mill  and  Wetftein^ 
was  presented  to  VofTius,  and  tbat  it  is  now  in  the  \Jou 
verfity  library  at  Leyden,  and  marked  77.  -He  fliould 
have  added  that  it  is  marked  77  among  the  Grecl; 
quarto  MSS,  which  belonged  to  Voffius,  See  p.  39Q. 
of  the  Cataiogus  bibliothecas  Lugduno-Batavae,  171O9 
foJio.  Of  the  Petavianus  3.  Wciftcin  relates  that,  after 
(he  death  of  Queen  Chriftina,  it  came  into  the  Vatican 
with  the  reft  of  her  manufcripts.  Of  thefe  a  catalogue 
is  given  in  Montfaucon  BibU  bibliothecarum,  Tom.  J. 
p.  14-^61.  and  of  Peteau's  manufcripts  in  particular^ 
p.  61 — 97.  With  refpeft  to  the  Petavianus  2.  Wetftein 
does  not  mention  where  it  is  preferved  at  pr^fejnt,  nor 
have  I  found  any  manufcript,  in  the  two  catalogues  given 
by  Montfaucon,  which  correfponds  to  MilPs  defcnptioq 
of  it. 

•     93 8.  It  is  evident  from  Wetftetn*s  quotation  that  they 
^re  not  omitted. 

CODEX   RAVI  ANUS. 

PAGE    294. 

239.  Whoever  compares  the  fac  fimile  of  the  Cod. 
;,  publiQied  by  Tr^fchow^  with  the  Comptutcn* 
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run  edition,  will  find  the  refemblance  to  be  fuch,  that 
unlefs  he  were  inforiQed  that  it  was  taken  from  the  for* 
mer^  be  would  conclude  it  to  be  a  fac  fimije  of  the  Iaue(. 

PAGE  295. 

240.  The  German  title  of  this  work  is,  Semler's  hifto* 
fjfche  und  critifche  Sammlungen  ilher  die  fo  genannten 
fieweiftdlen  in  der  Dogmatik.  Halle  1764.  X768,  2  vols. 
i2mo.  In  the  page  to  >vbich  our  author  refers,  I^a 
Croze  expreflcs  himfclf  in  the  following  manner :  Qui 
codicem  editum  Complutenfem  yidit,  is  vidit  et  manu- 
fi:ripti>m  codice^n  noftrum  ;  ne  demtis  quidem  roendis 
typograp  horum,  quae  fcriba  indo6lus  ita  fideliter  expreffit, 
Ut  omnino  conftet  hominem  illkeratum  ab  erudito  aliquo 
nebulone  ei  fraudi  perficienda^  iuifle  pracfedlunt).  £t  fane 
pro  antiquo  hber  ille  vendhus  eft,  immani  etiam  pretiO| 
eifi  membrante  recenti  i^dhuc  calx  five  creta  ilia  adhsreat, 
qu®  pellibus  viculinis  parandis  adhiberi  folet;  atramen- 
tum  ubique  albicans,  demtis  aliis  criteriii^  fraudi  agnof* 
cendae  fufficeret.  Quicunque  ergo  ad  hunc  codicem 
provocat,  is  omnino  fe  nihil  agere  norit.  Certe  quod  ad 
me  actinet,  pertinax  fum  fidei  Nicaene  et  orthodoxa^^  ac 
illi  tuendae  abfit  ut  fraudes  unquam  adhibeam. 

a^i.  See  Note  221, 

PAGE    296. 

242.  Its  Gern)an  title  is,  Unterfuchung  der  Ravifchen 
GritchHchen  Handfchrift  des  Neuen  Teftaments,  von 
G.  C.  Pappelbaum.     Berlin  1785,  8vo. 

243.  U,  in  order  to  evade  this  argument,  as  well  as 
that,  which  is  drawn  from  the  fimilarity  of  the  letters, 
il  ihould  be  contended  that  the  Codex  Ravianuswas  one 
of  ibe  manufcripts  ufed  by  the  Complutenfian  editors, 
that  they  cad  their  types  in  imitation  of  rt&  letters,  and 
that  the  coincidence  even  in  places,  where  the  Complu- 
tenfian edition  is  faid  to  have  errors  of  the  prefs,  arofe  from 
a  caufe  di redly  contrary  to  that,  which  is  alfigned  by  La 
Groze^  Grielbacb,  Micbaelis,  &€.  namely,  that  the  errors 
in   the  Cod.  Ravianus  are  nothing  more  than  errors 

of 
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oF  the  pen,  made  by  the  tranTcriber,  and  that  the  fup* 
pofed  errors  of  the  prefs  in  the  ComplutenGan  edition 
arofe  merely  from  a  too  fervile  adherence  to  the  manu- 
fcript  which  the  editors  principally  ufcd,  we  may  reply, 
1.  That  though  no  editor,  however  learned  or  accurate, 
is  free  from  the  danger  of  miftakes,  that  arife  from  acci- 
dent, it  is  whoHy  inconceivable  how  the  Spanifh  editors, 
who  were  men  oX  learningt  cou)d  copy  ipanifed  errata 
by  defign.  2.  That  as  the  Codex  Ravi^nus  contains  the 
difputed  paffage,  %  John  v.  ^.  Stunica  would  infallibly 
have  appealed  to  it,  when  publicly  challenged  by  Eraf* 
inus,  if  any  fuch  manufcript  had  been  known  to  bim. 
See  Simon  Differtation'  critique  fujT  les  manufcrits  dt| 
Nouveap  Tcftament,  p.  g8, 

PA6£  297* 

244.  For  that  reafon  the  tranflator  will  be  excufed  iq 
giving  no  extra6ls  from  thofe  parts  of  the  Orient  BibU 
to  which  our  author  refers;  and  this  is  the  lefs  neceflary, 
fince  Mr.  Porfon's  publication  in  1790. 

a 

CODICES    ItEGII. 

The  Codices  Regii  are  defcribed  in  the  Catalogas  Lt« 
brorum  MStorum  Bibl.  Regios,  Tom.  II.  p.  12 — 4j. 
In  this  Catalogue  they  are  arranged  according  to  the  new 
numbers.  A  catalogue  of  them,  arranged  according  to  the 
old  numbers,  is  given  in  Momfaucoa  Bibliotheca  |>ibliT 
othecarum,  Tom.  II.  p.  709 — 895. 

PAGE    293.. 

245.  Simon  calls  this  manufcript  Recueil  de  Pere^ 
Grecs  fur  les  quatre  Evangiles.  See  his  Hiftoire  critique 
du  Texte  du  N.  T.  ch.  xiii.  p.  146.  Out  author,  in  bis 
note  (m),  fays  that  M.  Fleifcher  was  unable  to  find  the 
N«.  1869.  by  v^hich  Simon  quotes  this  manufcript.  Ii 
is  perhaps  an  erratum  ;  for  Montfaucon,  who  in  his 
Bibliotheca  bibliothecarum,  Tom.  IL  p.  709 — 895.  has 
given  a  catalogue  of  the  MSS.  in  the  royal  library,  ar- 

rangec) 
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ranged  according  to  the  old  numbers,  has  mentioned  no 
roanufcript  with  this  number^  but  proceeds  immediately 
from  1863  to  1871.  Seep.  726.  of  the  above-quoted 
work,  from  which  it  appears  that  1 869  may  be  an  erra- 
tum for  1879,  or  1896. 

PAGE  399. 
^46.  I  have  not  ventured  to  after  this  fentence,  though 
it  has  evidently  many  errata.  The  occafion  which  our 
author  means  is  the  ftory  of  the  adulterefs^  John  viii. 
but  this  is  not  p.  148.  but  p.  890.  and  the  Codices  Regii, 
which  Wetftein  there  quotes,  befide  the  manufcript  in 
queftion^  are  not  1884.  and  2863.  but  2224, 1858.  2868. 
1869.  2375.  2242.  2867.  3424.  But  our  author  is  not 
miftaken  in  faying  that  Wetftdn  has  quoted  MSS.  on 
John  viii.  which  he  has  not  taken  into  his  Catalogue^  for 
the  Cpdd.  1224.  ^^858.  3375*  are  not  enumerated  in  the 
Prolegomena.. 

247.  There  are  feveral  inaccuracies  in  the  defcription 
of  this  manufcript ;  it  differs  at  lead  from  the  account 
given  in  the  Catalogus  MStorum  Bibl.  Regiae,  Tom.  IL 

P-  ^3- 

248.  lb.  p.  3a     This  MS.  is  there  referred  to  the 

eleventh  century,  and  is  related  to  have  been  brought 
frooEi  the  Eaft  in  1669. 

949.  Either  Wetftein*s  defcription  of  this  manufcript 
is  inaccurata,  or  that  of  the  editors  of  the  Paris  Catalogue^ 
VoL  II*  p.  34*  Wetftein  defcribes  it  as  containing  the 
AEtB,  Epiftks,  and  Revelation,  with  the  Prologues  of 
Euthalius,  and  Scholia  by  Q^cumenius,  and  other  com- 
mentators :  the  editors  ot  the  Paris  Catalogue  as  contain., 
ing  commentaries  on  the  above-mentioned  books  with« 
out  the  tdxt,  though  it  is  added,  in  refped  to  the  Ads, 
acceffit  pars  facri  contextus  manu  recendore  in  margini- 
bus  fcripta;  but  no  mention  is  made  of  the  text  of  the 
£piftles  or  Revelation,  though  on  other  occafions,  wher^ 
a  catena  or  commentary  is  accompanied  with  the  text, 
they  have  not  failed  to  note  it.  Montfaucon  likewife, 
in  his  Bibliotheca  bibliothecarum,  Tom.  II.  p«  726.  de« 

Voi.  II.  C  c  c  fcribet 
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fcribesit,  as  follows:  Codex  i886.  Grcecus,  x.  (aeculi, 
Expofitiones  in  A6la  Apoftolorura,etin  Epiftolas  Pauli. 
The  ideniiiy  of  the  manufcript  is  afcertained  by  ihe  fol- 
lowing rubfcription,  quoted  both  in  Weiftein,  and  the 
Paris  Catalogue:  Hunclibrunn  dono  dedit  Janus  Lafcaris 
Graecus,  vir  ut  integcrrimus  ita  do8ifllmus  mihi  Petro 
Mcrieli  Conftantienfi  decimi  Januarii,  anno  ab  incarna- 
tione  Domini  1518.  Montfaucon  refers  this  MS.  to  the 
tenth  century.  He  has  given  a  fpecimen  of  its  charaQers, 
p^  283.  of  his  Palseographia,  from  which  it  appears  that 
the  MS.  has  a  very  great  number  of  abbreviations. 

Another  Codex  Regius  1886.  diftinguilhed  by  the  ad. 
dition  of  the  figure  2  (1886*)  has  been  collated  by  Grief- 
bach.  It  is  a  manufcript  of  all  the  epiftles  written  ia 
the  twelfth  century,  is  noted  at  prefent  60.  in  the  royal 
library,  and  is  dcfcribedin  thcCatalogus  librorum  MSto* 
rum  Bibliothecfe  Regise,  Tom.  II.  p.  14*  I^  i^  noted 
by  Grieibacb  65.  in  the  epiftles  of  St.  Paul,  and  62.  in 
tbe  catholic  epiltles. 

PAGE  300. 
.  250.  Wetftein  was  certainly  miftaken  in  defcribing 
the  manufcript,  which  he  has  noted  18.  in  the  firft  part 
of  his  N.  T.  as  the  Codae  Regius  2241.;  for  be  ex- 
prefsly  fays  that  he  copied  from  Simon,  and  that  it  is  one 
of  the  manufcripts,  which  Simon  quotes,  in  treating  of 
the  dory  of  the  adulterefs,  in  the  eighth  chapter  of  St. 
John.  See  Simon  Hift.  crit.  du  Texte  du  N.  T.ch.  xiit. 
Now  as  Simon  quotes  no  manufcript  belonging  to  tbe 
royal  library  with  this  number,  it  is  certain  that  2241.  is 
an  erratum  in  Wetftein's  Prolegomena,  either  of  cbe 
writer,  or  of  the  printer;  but  our  author's  conjedure, 
that  it  is  an  err-atum  for  2441.   which  would  be  highly 

Erobable,  had  Simon  quoted  a  manufcript  with  this  turn- 
er, is  without  foundation,  becaufe  no  fuch  number  ap- 
pears in  Simoii's  lift.  The  four  manufcripts,  which  Wet- 
ftein enumerates  in  his  Prolegomena,  p.  4^.  as  taken 
from  Simon,  are  thofe  which  were  formerly  fnarkcd  in 
the  royal  library  (according  to  Wetftein)  2241.  1865^ 
1883.  2860.  .The  three  laft  numbers  I  have  found  in 
Simon ;  the  firft  therefore,  which  is  the  number  in  quef* 

tion. 
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tion,  muft  be  an  erratum  for  one  of  the  other  numbers 
quoted  by  Simon,  which  are  1884.  2401.  2863.  2868. 
The  number  2401.  comes  the  neareft  to  that  in  queftion; 
and  it  appears  from  Montfaucon  Bibl.  Bibliothecarurh^ 
Tom.  II.  p.  732.  that  this  MS.  was  a  Commentary  on 
the  four  Gofpels.  » 

251.  This  defcription  agrees  with  that  of  the  printed 
catalogue,  except  that  the  MS.  contains  alfo  the  Pfalms 
and  the  Canticles.  See  the  Catalogus  MStorum  fiiU. 
Regies,  Tom.  II.  p.  12,  13. 

252.  Tom.  I.  p.  371,  372.  ed.  Boerner.  That  which 
our  author  quotes  is  the  Pai;is  edition  of  1723.  which 
edition  is  always  underftood  in  thefe  Notes,  when  no 
other  is  fpecified. 

FACE    301. 

253.  Nor  have  the  difficuhies  with  v/hith  this  manu* 
fcript  is  attended  been  cleared  up  in  the  preceding  dfc* 
fcription.     Our  author  defcribes  it  as  containing  the 
vhole  N.  T.  except  the  Revelation,  and  fays  that  it  is 
marked  at  prefent  in  the  royal  library  49.  which  cannot 
poffibly  be  true,  for  that  manufcript  contains  the  Gofpels 
alone.  See  the  Cat.  MSS.  B.  R.  Tom.  II.  p.  13.  Wet- 
ilein  defcribes  his  Codex  8.  in  the  (irft  part,  as  Cod.  Ste- 
phani  ^,  or  Codex  Regius  2242.  a  manufcript  of  the 
Gofpels ;  and  his  Codex  8.  in  the  fecond  part,  likewife 
as  Cod.  Stephani  ^,  but  as  Cod.  Regius  2241.  a  manu- 
fcript of  the  A6ts  and  the  Epidies.     Now. 2241.  is  in 
this  inftaince  an  evident  erratum  in  Wetflein  for  2242. 
and  the  whole  confufion  has  been  occafioned  by  Wet- 
flcin's  dividing  the  Codez  Regius  2242.  int9  two  parts, 
mentioning  the  Gofpels  only,  in  the  Prolegomena  to  the  * 
fir  ft  part  of  his  N.  T.  the  A3s,  and  Epiftles  only,  in  the 
Prolegomena  to  the  fecond ;  and  by  making  an  erratum 
in  the  fecond  inftance  in    regard  to  the  number.     The. 
Codex  Regius  2242.  defcribed  by  Le  Long,  p.  1^8.  and 
there  faid  to  be  the  fame  as  ttie  Codex  Stephani  ^,  is  now 
inarked,  not  49.  as  our  author  fays,  but  47.  as  ap^eafs 
fiom  comparing  Le  LongV defcription  in  the  BibKfacti^, 

«  c  c  c  2  with 
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With  that  which  i^  given  in  the  Paris  Catalogue.     Le 

Long  defcribes  this  manufcript  in  tfaejournal  dcs  ScaTans, 

Vol.  LXVIL  p.  650.  as  follows.  Codex  ^.  Les  4.  Evan- 

gilei^  les  £pitres  de  St.  Paul,  celles  de  St.  Jacques,  de 

oaint  Pierrci  et  la  premiere  de  St.  Jean.     Maoufcrit 

du  Roi  8842.     He  gives  the  very  fame  defcripiioa  in  his 

'  BibU  facra,  Tom.  L  p.  ao8.    The  queftion  might  have 

been  determined  with  ftill  greater  certainty,  if  Montfiia- 

con  bad  defcribed  this  manufcript  in  bis  BibU  bibliothe- 

carum,  Tom.  II.  p.  730.  But  be  lays  only  ot  the  Codd. 

.  Rcigii  8840,  8841, 884a.    Libri  facree  fcripturae  Veicris 

et  Novi  Teftamenti. 

854.  Wetftein*s  Codex  M,  (which  according  to  Le 
Long,  was  formerly  noted  8843.  in  the  royal  library)  is 
at  prefent  noted  48.  not  51.  as  our  author  relates  on  the 
authority  of  Mr.  Fleifcfaer.  The  defcripuon  which  Wet- 
ilein  gives  of  his  Codex  M  is,  Cod.  Bibl.  Reg.  8843. 
quern  iS^rancifcus  de  Camps  Abbas  de  Sigoiobtulit,  coo- 
ttnet  4.  evangelia.  The  defcripuon  given  in  the  Paris  Ca- 
talogue^ VoL  II.  p.  13.  of  the  manufcript  noted  at  pre- 
fent 48.  is.  Codex  membranaceus  a  Domino  Frandfco  de 
Camps  Ludovico  XIV.  oblatus,  quo  continentur  evan- 
gdia  quatuor.  It  appears  therefore  that  they  are  one  and 
the  fame  manufcript^  whereas  Codex  51.  is  defcribed  as 
having  belonged  to  Du  Frefne.  Mr.  Fleifcber'smiftake 
was  probably  occafioned  by  the  following  circuqiftance. 
Not  only  the  Codex  de  Camps,  but  likewife another  ma- 
nujcript  of  the  Gofpel^  was  noted  by  the  fame  mtmber 
8843.  (Le  Long  Bibl.  lacra,  Tom.  L  p.  176.  lyS.)"^ 
the  Codex  de  Camps  was  diftinguiihed  by  the  additioh 
of  the  figure  a.  viz.  ^2i^\  as  appears  from  Montfitucoo, 
Bibl.  bibliothecarum,  Tom.  II.  p.  73a  Thefetwo  ma- 
nuicripu  Mr.  Fleifcher  confounded,  and  affimed  there* 
fore  a  number  to  tl^e  one,  which  beloqgs  to  the  other. 

The  Codex  de  Camps  is  defcribed  1^  Montfaucon  in 
his  Palacographia  Graeca,  p.  u€o^  ^i.  where  a  iac  fimiie 
is  given  of  its  chara&ers.  He  fays,  that  if  he  judged  from 
the  charaders  ufed  in  the  text  of  this  manufcript,  he 
ihould  conclude  that  it  was  written  in  the  ninth  century ; 

^  but 
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but  as  the  fame  cbaraBers  are  found  I  ike  wife  in  manu- 
fcripts  oF  the  tenth  century,  and  various  readings  are 
noted  in  feveral  parts  oF  the  Codex  de  Camps,  written 
'primi  ut  videtur  manu,  uno  du8u  et  continuatis  lite- 
ris,'  he  concludes  that  this  manufcripc  was  written  in  the 
tenth  century. 

PAG£  302. 

255.  With  this  diflFerence,  that  acceding  10  Grielb^cli 
the  additional  mark  oFdiftin6Uon  is  a  letter,  not  a  cypher, 
Wetftein's  Codex  13*  being  marked  by  Grielbacb  Reg« 
as44\  See  his  Symbolce  Critical,  p,  cliv.  I^  Longj^ 
in  his  BibL  facra,  Tom.  T.  p.  178.  i8o.  diftinguifhc^ 
them  neither  by  the  addition  of  9  figure«  nor  of  a  letter, 
chough  in  other  cafes  his  mark  of  diftindion  is  a  figure,, 
vbtch  is  likewife  ufed  in  Moqtfaucon^s  Catalogue  in  the 
£ibliotbeca  bibitoihecarum. 

256.  Grie(bach,  in  his  Symbols^,  p.  cliv.  defcribci  it 
as  follows,  Codex  13.  quondam  Telleriano-Rhemenfis 
56,  deinde  Regius  2244^  nunc  Regius  50.  (non  55.  ut 
tradit  CI.  Fleifcherusj  Kiiftero  Parifinus  6.  quadratss 
forms  IV.  Evangelia  continens.  He  then  enumerates 
the  chafms,  which  have  been  quoted  by  our  author. 
Thcfe  chafms  were  firft  obfervfd  by  Griefbach;  for,  if 
wc  except  that  at  the  beginning  oF  the  manufcript,  they 
are  unnoticed  both  by  KUfter  in  hi$  Preface  to  his  edi-* 
tion  of  Mill's  Greek  Teftament,  and  by  the  editors  of  the 
Paris  Catalogue. 

?A0E  303. 

257.  Wetdein  is  not  filent  on  this  fubjed,  for  he  fays 
exprefsly  of  his  Codex  17.  in  the  firft  part.  Continent 
quatuor  evangelia  Graece  cum  adjiin&a  Latina  Vulgata 
verfione.  Proleg.  p.  47.  Le  Long,  in  his  BibL  facra, 
Tom.  I.  p.  18a  relates,  that  it  was  written  in  France 
by  George  Jerom  of  Sparta,  who  was  Profeflbr  in  the 
Univerfity  of  Paris  at  the  end  of  the  fifteenth  century, 
and  preceptor  in  the  Greek  language  to  Reuchltn  and 
Budieus.    According  to  the  def()ripiton  in  the  Cauh 

c  c  c  3  MSS. 
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MSS.  Bibl.  Reg.  Tom.  II.  p.  13.  it  formerly  belonged 
to  the  Cardinal  of  Bourbon. 

FACE  304. 

258.  If  Wetftein's  Codex  5X.  in  the  third  part  of  his 
N.  T.  which  he  defcribes  as  the  Codex  Regius  2248.  is 
the  fame  as  that  which  is  now  marked  56.  Wetftein  was 
miftaken  in  calling  it  an  oElavo^  for  Codex  56.  is  enu* 
meratcd  in  the  Paris  catalogue  among  the  folios.  In  this 
manufcript,  the  five  laft  verfes  only  are  wanting  in  the 
book  of  Revelation,  not  the  eight  lait,  as  Mr.  Fleifcher 
fays.  See  the  Catalogus  M S^orum  Bibl.  Regia^^  Tom. 
II.  p.  14. 

259.  Alfo  from  the  defcription  given  of  it  in  the  Ca- 
talogus MStorum  Bibl.  Regis?,  Tom.  II.  p.  14. 

Q.60.  An  abftrafl  from  thofe  parts  of  the  OrienL  Bibl. 
is  unneceflaty,  becaufe  cqmptete  inforn^ation  mdy  be  had 
in  the  Symbolic  Critjcse. 

PAGE   305. 

'  261.  There  is  no  reafon  to  luppofe  that  the  Codex 
Stephani  yi,  was  one  of  thofe  manufcripts,  which  were 
collated  at  .Alexandria  in  the  feventh  century :  but  the 
exatnples,  which  Dr.  Ridley  has  feleBed  from  this  ma< 
liufcript,  are  too  few  to  lead  to  any  abfolute  deciGoif. 
See  his  Diflertatio  de  verf.  Syr.  feft.  15.  p.  63.  Adier, 
however,  has  brought  the  matter  to  a  certainty :  for  on 
an  accurate  collation  of  all  the  marginal  readings  of  the 
Pbiloxenian  verfion,  in  the  four  Gofpels,  he  found  only 
two,  which  were  peculiar  to  \ht  Codex  Stephani  «.  Sec 
his  Verf.  Syriacae,  p.  130. 

With  refpefl  to  the  antiquity  of  this  manufcript,  kc 
Simon  Differtation  critique  fur  les  MSS.  du  N.  T.  p.  66, 
vhere  he  refers  it  to  the  ninth  cepiury.  He  relates,  that 
it  is  written  with  accents,  though  in  uncial  letters:  The 
fame  account  is  given  by  Griefbach  in  his  Symbols  Cri« 
ticac,  p.  Ixvii.  But  Griefbach  adds,  that  accents  are  not 
placed  on  every  word,  and  beiides,  that  they  are  fee* 
t^uently  placed  wrong.     From  the  oblong. form  of  the 

letters 
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letters  he  judges  it  to  be  not  moie  ancient  than  the  ninth 
century.  The  tctXoi,  and  the  Amrnonian  feBions,  with 
references  to  the  canons  of  Eufebius,  are  written  in  this 
manufcript  a  primi  manu.     lb.  p.  Ixix. 

PACK  306. 

262.  Not  in  the  text,  but  in  the  margin,  which  is  a 
{kill  ftronger  proof  of  the  affinity  of  Weiftcin's  Codex  L, 
to  one  of  thofe  collated  at  Alexandria  in  the  feventb 
oentury. 

263.  This  explanation  [s  attended  with  various  diffi- 
culties.  To  fet  the  mattc^r  in  a  clear  light,  we  muft  com* 

gre  the  «twx>  accounts  of  Jofephus  and  St.  Luke.     The 
rnier  in  his  Antiquity  xvii.  xi.  4.  relates,  that  imme-  , 
diaiely  after  the  death  of  Herod  the  Great,  his  kingdom 
was  divided  into  three  parts,  which  were  allotted  to  Ar« 
chelaus,  Philip,  and  Antipas:  to  Archelaus,  Judaea  and 
Samaria;   to  Philip,  Batanasa,  Trachonitis,  Auranitis, 
with  a  part  of  what  is  there  called  oixec  Zftifotiapv;  to  An* 
lipas,  the  country   beyond  Jordan  and  Gahlee.     The 
account  given  by  St.  Luke  refers  to  a  period  thirty  years 
later,  at  which  time  hedcfcribes  Pontius  Pilate  as  gover* 
nor  of  Judaea,  Herod  as  tetrarch  of  Galilee,  Philip  as  te* 
trarch  of  Iturea  and  Trachonitis,and  Lyfanias  as  tetrarch 
of  Abilene*     Since  therefore  thefe  two  accounts  relate 
pot  only  to  a  different  period,  but  to  a  different  diviflon 
of  the  country,  it  is  evident  that  the  one  cannot  be  ap* 
plied  in  explaniition  of  the  other.     That  a  part  of  the 
pfxftf  Ziivc^c0^«  was  allotted  to  Philip  in  the  (ii(t  divifion, 
is  no  argument  that  a  perfon  of  the  name  of  Lyfanias 
was  not  tetrarch  of  Abilene  when  John  the  Baptift  began 
to  preach  ;   and  our  author's  other  affertion,  that  Lyfa«> 
jiias  was  at  that  time  certainly  dead,  it  would  be  di$cult 
to  prove,  Gnce  Jofephus,  the  only  writer  from  whom  we 
could  derive  information,  is  totally  filent  in  regard  to  a 
perfon  of  this  name.    See  Lardner's  Works,  Vol.  L  p.  21. 
cd.  1788.    But  even  were  thefe  hift^rical  premifes  found* 
cd  on  fa8,  yet  the  ciitical  conjc6tuie,  to  which  our  au* 
|bpr  has  recourfe,  would  be  ftill  uqwarranled;  for  if  St. 

c  c  c  4  Luke 
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Luke  had  intended  to  exprefs  ^  while  Philip  was  tetrarch 
of  the  Abilene  of  Lyfanias/  he  would  have  written  not 

#«Xiw«  Tir^«f;(»»Tf c  Avra»i«  rnt  ACiXii»ii(f  but  ^lAiws  rf 

rf^^xj'^prot  mc  AQiXnimt  ru  Avr«iri«.  To  render  therefore 
the  alteration  confident  with  fuppofed  hiftorical  fafi,  it 
would  be  neceflary  not  only  to  omit  the  laft  rrrf ftfx«»T*i» 
but  to  invert  the  order  of  the  preceding  words;  an  alte* 
ration  which  is  coo  extenfive  to  be  admitted  on  mere 
.   conjedure. 

264.  This  is  unnoticed  by  Wetftein,  but  Griefbach 
has  noted  it  in  his  various  readings  in  the  Symbole  Cri* 
tic»,  p.  105. 

265.  Only  one  manufcript^  befide  that  in  queftton, 
namely  the  Cod.*Reuchlini:  I  mean  of  thofe  quoted 
by  Wetftein.     It  muft  be  particularly  obferved   that 

^  the  prefent  inquiry  relates  to  the  Codex  Regius  286x. 
noted  at  prefent  62.  and  marked  L  by  Wetftdn, 
who  collated  it  in  i7ifi«  Whether  it  applies  at  the 
fame  time  to  the  Codex  Stephani  n,  is  a  matter  only  of 
opinion.     This  at  leaft  is  certain,  as  I  have  found  on 

\  examination^  that  of  the  nine  readings  which  our  author 
has  feleQed  in  this  paragraph,  from  different  parts  of  the 
four  Gofpelsi  as  fome  of  the  .moft  remarkable  among 
Wetftein's  quotations  from  his  Codex  L,  not  one  is 
quoted  by  Stephens  from  his  Codex  n.  This  may  ap* 
pear  to  weaken  the  generally  received  opinion,  that  they 
are  one  and  the  famie  manufcript;  but  Stephens  might 
overlook  the  moft  remarkable  readings:  and  I  havecol* 
lated  the  fix  firft  chapters  of  St  Jobn*s  Gofpel,  and 
found  that  Stephens's  extrads  from  the  Codex  n  do  not 
differ  in  a  fingle  inftance  from  the  extraSi' quoted  by 
Griefbach  from  the  Codex  Regius  2861  •  Likewife 
where  the  Codex  a86i.  has  chafms,  no  readings  are 
found  in  Stephens's  margin  from  the  Codex  n, 

266.  Here  again  Wetftein's  Codex  L  and  the  Codex 
Reuchlini  agree  in  this  omiffioHi  to  which  in  this  ex« 
ample  the  Cod.  Vaticanus  alone  accedes.  But  the  coin-> 
cidence  of  thefe  three  is  creat  authority.  Dr.  Semler,  in 
bis  Hermeneutifche  Vorbereitung,  Vol.  III.  p.  163.  ob- 

fervcs^ 
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fervesy  that  Wetftein's  Codex  L  agrees -frequenify  not 
only  with  the  Reuchlin,  but  alfo  with  the  Cclb.  a844« 

167.  Namely,  in  the  Codex  Veronenfis,  which  ha* 
tamen  qute  funt,  but  the  Vercellenfis  has  the  reading  of 
the  Vulgate.  See  Blanchini  Evangeliarium  quadraplex, 
P.  II.  p.  i5g.  The  Syriac  verfion  has  A-li)^  quod  eft; 
but  being  renderedi  in  the  Latin  tranflation,  quod  fup« 
petit,  this  reading  has  been  overlooked,  except  by  our 
author. 

s68.  It  is  alfo  in  the  margin  of  the  Philoxenian  verfion. 

PAGE  307. 
269.  Alfo  of  the  Ethiopic 

PAci  308. 

97a  The  Codex  Regius  9865.  is  defcribed  by  Grief- 
bach  in  his  SymboIsB  Criticss,  p.  cxlir.  Of  the  manu- 
fcript  mentioned  by  our  author  in  the  preceding  num- 
ber, viz.  the  Codex  Regius  2862.  a  defcription  is  given 
in  JMontfaucon's  Palacographia  Grscca,  p.  305 — 307.  and 
p.  308.  is  a  fac  fimile  of  its  charafiers,  from  which  we 
may  judge  of  the  Greek  letters  ufed  in  the  twelFth  cen- 
tury, as  we  know  that  the  manufcript  was  written  in  the 
year  ii6j3. 

971.  The  date  1439.  ^^^  author  has  copied  From  the 
Symbolae  Griticae,  p.  cxiiii.  but  in  the  Paris  Catalogue, 
Vol.  II.  p.  17.  it  is  i'438. 

PAGE  309. 
979.  In  Le  Long  Bibliotheca  facra,  Tom.  I.  p.  178. 
ed.  Parif.  the  two  Codices  Regii  9865.  are  quoted  in 
the  manner  mentioned  by  our  author.  But  Grie{bach, 
in  his  Syrobolas  Criticse,  p.  cxli.  and  in  bis  Greek  Tefta- 
ment.  Vol.  I.  p.  xxvii.  quotes  them  9865*.  i865\ 

PAGE  310. 
974.  In  Grie{bach*s  catalogue  72  is  a  typographical 
error,  as  that  learned  writer  has  himfelf  informed  me. 
Le  Long,  in  his  letter  to  Martin,  printed  in  the  Journal 

dcs 
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des  S9avans,  Juin  172O1  Vol.  LXVII.  p.  650.  dcfcribcs 
the  Codex  Stephani  r  as  containing  the  four  Gofpels; 
but,  though  he  reprefents  it  in  the  body  of  the  letter, 
as  one  of  jhe  eight,  which  he  had  difcovercd  in  the  royal 
library,  he  has  neglefled  to  mention  the  number  at  that 
time  affixed  to  it,  or  even  that  it  was  in  the  library  at 
all.  This  o.miflion  however,  with  a  fimilar  one  in  re- 
fpefl  to  the  Codex  u,  he  has  fupplied  in  his  BibK  facra, 
Tom.  I.  p.  208.  ed.  1723. 

^75.  If  W^tftcin*s  Codex  ja.  in  the  fecond  part,  10. 
and  2.  in  the  third  and  fourth,  be  the  fame  as  that  which 
at  prefeni  is  noted  237..  in  the  royal  library,  it  is  a  ma* 
nufcript  containing  fcholia  on  the  A£is,  Epiftles,  and 
Revelation,  accompanied  with  the  text ;  but  Wetftein  19 
(ilent  in  refped  to  the  Scholia.     Vid.  Catalogum  MSt<K 
rum  Bibl.  Regiae,  Tom.  II.  p.  42.     There  is  a  ctr- 
cumftance  relative  to  this  manufcript,  which  is  worthy 
of  notice.     Wetftein,  Griefbach,   Michaelis,  with  other 
eminent  gritlcs,  are  of  opinion,  that  it  is  the  very  manu* 
fcript  which  Stephens  quoted  by  the  title  Codex  !<•    Now 
if  this  be  true,  it  neceflarily  follows  that  Stephens  had, 
not  feven  only,  as  is  generally,  and  with  reafon  fuppofed, 
but  eight  manufcripts  of  the  catholic  epiftles :  for  he 
quotes  feven  manufcripts,  t  John  v.  7.  where  11  is  not  of 
the  nuinber.     But  a  muft  have  contained  the  catholic 
epiftles,  if  it  was  the  fame  as  that  which  is  now  marked 
237.  becaufe  in  the  enumeration  6f  the  contents  of  thia 
manufcript  in  the  Paris  Catalogue,  the  catholic  epiftles 
are  particularly  fpecificd^  and  Wetftein  has  even  quoted 
i(  in  them.     No  inference  however  can  be  drawn  from 
the  nience  of  Stephens^  in  regard  to  the  Codex  m*  to  the 
exiftcnce  of  ^  John  v.  7.  in  chat  manufcript ;  for  that  the 
inanufcript  adualiy  had  the  catholic  epiftles,  depends  on 
the  hypoihefis,  that  it  is  the  fame  as  that,  which  is  now 
marked  237.     But  this  manufcript  (which  is  Wetftein's 
Codex  10.  in  the  catholic  epiftles)  certainly  omits  the 
verfe,  and  it  is  quoted  for  that  purpofe  both  by  Wetftein 
and   Grieft)ach.     But  there  is   a   circumftance    which 
weakens  the  opinjon  qf  tb^fc  eminent  critics,  namely, 

that 
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that  Stephens  has  not  quoted  his  Codex  if  in  one  fingic 
inftance  in  the  catholic  epiftles,  which  he  would  hardly 
have  negle£led  to  do,  (efpecially  at  the  celebrated  paflage 
1  John  V.  7.)  had  the  Codex  u  contained  ihem.  The 
deicription  which  Le  Long  gives  of  the  Codex  Xf  in  the 
Journal  dcs  S^avans,  Vol  JLXVII.  p.  651.  is  certainly 
fj^lfe,  For  he  deicribes  it  as  containing  only  *  Sept  Epitres 
de  St.  Paul,  qui  commencent  par  la  premiere  aux  Corin<» 
thiens ;'  whereas  the  Codex  it  is  quoted  in  almoft  every 
page  of  the  book  of  Revelation.  In  defcribing  the  fame 
tpanufcript  in  his  Bibl.  facra,  Tom.  L  p.  208.  he  adds 
to  the  preceding  deicription  the  book  of  Revelation;  and 
fays  (what  he  had  omitted  in  the  Journal  des  S^avans) 
that  it  was  then  marked  2869.  Now  the  account  which 
Weiftein  gives  of  the  Codex  Regius  2869.  is  very  dif- 
ferent from  that  which  Le  Long  gives ;  but  Weiftein's 
account  is  probably  the  true  one»  as  it  enumerates  the 
fame  books'  as  the  Paris  Catalogue. 

?76.  The  Revelation  of  St^  John  is  followed  by  a 
Creatife  of  Doroiheus,  Bllhop  of  Tyre,  on  the  twelve 
Apoftles,  and  feventy  difciples. 

PAGE    311. 

277.  Nor  are  any  d^fcribed  in  the  Paris  Catalogue. 

978.  In  this  manufcript  the  parts  of  the  N.  T.  arc 
arranged  in  the  following  order:  1.  The  Afls.  2.  The 
Catholic  Epiftles.  3.  The  Epiftl?s  of  St.  Paul.  4.  The 
Gofpels.  Vid.  Catal.  MStorum  Bibl.  Reg.  Tom.  IL 
p.  |8»  19.     It  is  there  referred  to  the  twelfth  century. 

879.  The  fame  is  afferted  by  Le  Long,  who  in  his 
Bibl.  fcicra,  Tom.  I.  p.  182.  defcrihes  the  Codex  Regius 
2872.  in  the  following  manner  :  A£la,  ei  Epiftolse  Ap^'^ 
tolorum  Graece,  cum  fcholiis  marginalibus.  Alfo  in  the 
Paris  Catalogue.  Vol.  II.  p.  18.  VVctftein  therefore  has 
incompletely  defcribed  his  Codex  ii,  in  the  third  part 
ofhisN.  T. 

^8o«  This  lad  tonjedure  is  the  mod  probable,  for 
Wetftein  defcribes  his  Codex  1 1.  in  the  firft  part  as  con* 
^(ling  of  two  volumes  which  contain  the  four  Gofpels,' 

and 
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and  as  having  been  brought  from  the  Bibliotheca  Tetle- 
riana.  Now  the  MSS.  noted  at  prefent  121.  ifti.  con« 
tain  together  the  four  GofpeUi  were  both  brought  from 
the  Bibliotheca  Telleriana,  and  as  appears  from  the  de* 
fcription,  p.  to.  of  the  above*quoted  catalogue,  are  only 
two  parts  of  the  fame  manufcript.  But  the  Codex  119. 
though  likewife  brought  from  the  Bibliotheca  Telleriana^ 
confifts  only  of  one  volume. 

281.  Both  this  manufcript  and  the  preceding  are  quo- 
ted by  Kiifter,  as  noted  formerly  in  the  royal  library  3414. 
in  which  he  is  followed  by  Wetftein  and  other  editors. 
But  Le  Long,  in  his  Bib.  facra,  Tom.  I.  p.  178.  diftirl-> 
guifhes  them  by  the  addition  of  the  figures  a^  3  y  namely 
3494%  34^4%  ^hich  correfponds  with  the  general  ac* 
count  given  by  Fieifcher.  Montfaucon,  in  his  Palseo- 
graphia  Graeca,  p.  280.  has  very  minutely  defcribed  the 
Codex  Regius  3414.  He  refers  it  to  the  tenth  century, 
and  has  given* a  fac  (imile  of  its  chara£kers,  p.  1 8t.  In 
his  Bibl.  biblioth.  Tom.  II.  p.  742.  he  fays  it  was  writ* 
en  A.  C.  942. 

CODICBS   T.   ROE. 

FAOB  313. 

282.  Alfo  with  the  Ethiopic^  and  the  Arabic  of  £r- 
pcnius. 

CODEX   RUTGERSIL 

PACE  314. 

aSj.  The  heft  edition  of  this  work  was  printed  at 
Cambridge  164O9  in  410.'  Where  the  MS.  itfelfisat 
prefent  is  unknown.. 

CODEX   SANGERMANENSIS. 

284.  This  MS.  takes  its  name  from  the  BenediSine 
ibonaftery  of  3t.  Germain  des  Prez  in  Paris,  in  the  li- 
brary  of  which  it  is  preferved.     The  manufcripts  of  this 

library 
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1  ibrary  are  defcri  bed  in  M omFaucon,  Bibliotheca  bibi  iothe- 
carum,  Tom  II.  p.  1041 — 1165.  A  defcription  of  this 
manufcript  in  particular  is  given  in  Montfaucon  Palaeo- 
graphia  Gra&ca,  p,  si 8.  and  in  the  plate  fronting  this 
pag^  is  a  fac  fimiie  of  its  charaders^  both  Greek  and 
Latin.  It  is  written  in  uncial  letters,  and  with  accents 
and  marks  of  afpiration,'  a  prim&  manu,  as  Montfaucon 
exprefsly  declares,  who  fuppofes  it  however  to  be  as  an- 
cient as  the  feventh  century.  See  alfo  Le  Long  BibU 
facra,  Tom.  I.  p.  175.  184.  There  is  another  more 
ancient  Codex  Sangermanenfis  of  St  Paul's  Epiftles, 
which  has  never  been  collated.  It  is  properly  only  a  , 
fragment,  as  it  contains  no  more  than  thirteen  leaves  ; 
but  it  is  fuppofed  by  Montfaucon  to  be  as  ancient  as 
the  fifth  century.  See  his  Bibliotheca  bibliothecartimi 
Tom.  II.  p.  1041. 

281$.  Dr.  Semler,  in  the  4tbvolumie  of  l|^Hermeneu* 
tifche  Vorbereitung,  publiflied  feveral  years  before  the 
letter  to  which  our  author  alludes,  has  called  in  queftioa 
the  generally  leoetved  opinion  that  the  Sangeraaanenfis 
is  a  mere  copy  of  the  Claromohtanus.  He  produces, 
p.  63 — 65.  msuiy  examples,  from  which  ii  appears  (hat  if 
the  oopyifi,  who  wrote  the  former,  had  a&ually  the  latter 
before  hn  eyes,  he  muA  at  leaft  have  fek6ied  various 
leadings  from  other  nuiimfcripts.  It  feems  then  the  San- 
femianen€s  is  a  kind  of  CSodex  ele6ticus,  in  the  wriiiag 
of  which  the  Claromontanus  was  principally,  but  not  ac 
all  times  confulted.  The  affi^tion  tlierefore  of  our  au- 
thor, that  thefe  manufcripts  are  not  to  be  confidered  as 
feparate  evidence,  nuift  be  admitted  with  ceruia  reftric- 
lions. 

CODEX    SCALIGERL 

a86.  This  manufcript  is  marked  243.  among  Scaliger's 
Oriental  manufcripts,preferved  in  the  Univerfity  Library 
of  Leyden,  and  is  defcribed  p.  410.  of  the  Catalogns 
Librorura  b3)liotheca6  Lugduno-Bataw,  1716,  folio. 

CODICES 
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CODICES    SELDE'NI. 
PAGE  315. 

287,  Thcfe  Tnanufctipts  arc  dercribed  in  the  Cataiog« 
MStorum  Angltae  et  HiberniaB,  Tom.  I.  p.  157 — 167- 
Our  aothor  enumerates  only  tliofe  five,  which  were  col- 
lated by  Millr  But  Griefbach  has  not  only  re-collated 
two  of  thefe  five,  but  has  likewiTe  examined  two  other 
Codices  Seldeni^  containing  lefTons  from  the  four  Gof- 
pels.  In  his  catalogue  of  Evangeliftaria  they  are  num- 
bered 26,  and  I7. 

CODICES   STEPHANICI. 
PAGE  317. 

288.  Our  author  has  exprefled  himfelf  in  this  laft 
paragraph  in  fuch  general  terms,  that  mod  readers  would 
fuppofe,  Le  Long  had  adually  difcovered  in  the  royal 
library  in  Pafis  all  the  feven  manufcripts  which  Robert 
Stephens  quotes,   1   John  v.  7.  but  Le  Long  did  not 
even  attempt  to  difcover  more  than  four  of  the  feven, 
(though  he  difcovered  foor  other  manufcrjpts  not  in- 
cluded in  that  number)  becaufe  four  only  of  tbofr  kvcn 
had  been  borrowed  by  Stephens  from  the  royal  library. 
Thefe  were  the  Codices  i,  f,  ^1 1,  which  Le  Long  found 
to  correfpond  to  the  MSS.  marked  in  his  time  in  the 
King's  Library  2871,  3425,  2242,  2870.    See  Bib.  fa- 
era,  Tom.  I.  p.  208.     Of,  the  other  three,  which  Ste- 
phens quotes,  1  John  v.  7.  viz.  thofe  marked  ft,  la,  ly, 
Wetftein  fuppofes  that  the  Codex  8  is  the  fame  as  the 
Coiflinianus  200.  which  is  preferved  in  the  library  of  Sc 
Germain  des  Prez;oftheia  no  traces  have  hitherto  been 
difcovered  :  but  the  Codex  ly  is  the  fame  as  that  which 
is  now  preferved  in  the  Univerfity  Library  of  Cambridge, 
and  marked  Kk  6.  4.  of  which  I  (hall  take  notice,  Note 
29^,  in  the  table  of  Stephens's  manufcripts. 

289.  Our  author  is  here  inaccurate  in  faying,  *  eight 
of  which  were  difcovered  to  be  the  Codices  Stephani,  as 
the  charaderiftic  readings  above-mentioned  were  dif- 
covered in  them,  and  in  no  other  manufcriptm/i^^  wMe 
library.^    For  Le  Long  himfelf  aflerts  that  he  examined 

only 
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only  eleven,  which  our  author  likewire  repeats  in  the  next 
fentence,  where  he  fays,  "  This  was  an  eafy  find  furc 
method,  as  it  was  neceflary  to  examine  only  eleven  manu- 
fcripts ;  but  if  we  had  to  fearcb  among  all  the  known 
manufcripts,  it  would  be  difficult  toafcertain  them,  even 
if  the  data  amounted  to  an  hundred  lediones  fingulares  ' 
With  refped  to  the  method  adopted  by  Le  Long,  in 
order  to  difcover  the  eight  manurcripts,  which  Stephens 
had  borrowed  from  the  royal  library,  it  would  be  per* 
feAly  fatisFadory,  if  he  had  proved  a  priori j  that  they 
were  necellarily  contained  among  the  eleven,  which  he 
fele&ed  for  examination.  But  if  we  fail  in  the  proof  of 
tbefepremifes,  all  conclufions  deduced  from  the  inquiry 
muft  be  vague  and  indecifive.  Le  Long  contends  that 
the  eight  MSS.  borrowed  from  the  royal  library  by  Ste«> 
phens,  muft  be  in  the  number  of  thefe  eleven,  1st.  be* 
caufe  R.  Stephens  had  faid  in  his  Greek  Preface  that 
eight  of  his  manufcripis  came  ix  rtt  rs  n^oHtrH  Bppiica^iC- 
Aii^nan;;  and  2dly.  becaiife  the  eleven,  which  he  fele£l- 
ed»  were  the  only  manufcriptsin  the  royal  library,  which 
had  an  H  with  a  crown  over  it,  as  having  formerly  be« 
longed  to  Henry  IL  Now  it  is  true  that  Martin  was 
miftaken  in  faying  that,,  as  Stephens  collated  his  mai» 
nufcripts  in  the  time  of  Francis  L,  thefe  manufcripts 
mujt  now  have  an  F  on  the  cover,  and  not  an  H ;  for 
they  msgbi  have  been  bound  again  in  the  time  of  Henry 
IL  in  which  cafe  they  would  be  found  not  with  an  F, 
but  with  an  H,  agreeably  to  the  known  praflice  in  the 
royal  library.  But  on  the  other  hand,  we  muft  not  for- 
get, that  this  is  mere  poflibility,  not  certainty  :  and  Mar. 
tin's  adverfaries  may  have  been  as  much  miftaken  in 
concluding  that  the  MSS.  borrowed  by. Stephens  in  the 
timeof  Francis  L  were  re-bound  in  the  time  of  Henry  IL 
as  Martin  bimfelf  was  in  fuppofing  that  they  had  con« 
tinned  ever  (ince  in  the  fame  binding.  For  admitting, 
by  v;ay  of  argument,  that  all  the  manufcripts  which  were 
in  the  royal  library  in  the  time  of  Francis  I.  have  been 
fince  re-bound,  ^is  it  a  neceflarv  confequence  that  they 
were  re-bound  precifely  in  the  time  of  Henry  II  ?    Is  it 

not 
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mot  potaMetfaat  fibne  of  them  were  De<4Hmnd  19  ihcii 
of  ChifJes  IX  ?  It  ii  not  poffible  tfaat  (bvicof  thcoi  Gonr 
timiai  in  the  faoie  faindiog  till  1610  ?  h/it  npt  pofibUi 
iHb  ilhat  MSS.  bomid  in  the  time  of  Ifeiry  11.  might 
have  been  bound  agnin  between  the  ymt$  t640.aiid  lygOi 
when  Le  Long  pnbiiflied  his  letter  to  Martin  ?  But  ^1 
nannfcripts  in  ihe  royal  library  bonnd  fitice  1610  liave 
■either  ao  F  nor  an  Ht  km  an  L  on  tbeio^  bepaulir 
every  kiM  of  France  fines  a6io  has  been  caUeftl  Louii; 
it  is  theretore  by  no  omm  certain  a  priori  that  the  clie?<HH 
with  SB  H  <»  their  covert,  which  Le  Long  fele^ed  ^ 
examination^  neceflarily  included  the  eigk  which,  bad 
been  borrowed  by  Stephens  in  the  time  of  Francis  L  In 
fa£k,  L£  Long  was  led  into  erroc  by  the  word  ^  Henri- 
eut*  in  Stephen&'t  (irefeice ;  it  never  occurrfid  to  bi<%  that 
the  maniircriptt  borrowed  by  Siephens  in  the  tiaae  of 
JPrancia  L  were  re^bound  m  the  time  of  Hmry  IL  which 
it  a  mere  hypothefiti  adopted  afterwardt  by  Martin's  ad* 
verfarietin  order  to  confaiie  hit  objeBiopt  <o  Le  Long.; 
auad  if  JStepbent  had  written  hit  prerace  to  the  ed.  of  %  SS^ 
in  the  fiime  reign^  in  which  the  manufcripu  were  coUatn^y 
and  had  ttfed.  therefpre  the  wocd  FranciJceif  infteiid.of 
Henricut^  it  itprobahfe  that  Le  Long  would  have  fearcb- 
cd  only  for  MSS«  with  an  F  on  them»  of  which  fomc  10- 
maint  to  thit  very  iay^  as  appears  from  thMtccountgp:vep 
by  Mr.  Fkifcher  in  the  page,  which  follows  th^t,  10  which 
this  note  refers*  It  appears  therefore  from  the  preceding 
fiatement,  that  the  eight  manufcripts  borrowed  by  Ro- 
bert Stephens  are  not  neceflarily  included  mnong  thoijb 
^i4iich  are  marked  with  an  H ;  and  accprdii^  10  ihe 
teftimony  of  Mn  Fleifcher  the  maau&ript,  whicb  is  fup- 
pofed  to  be  the  fame  as  the  Codex  Stepbani  y^  is  fijU 
marked  with  an  F.  If  Le  Long  had  examined  evegr 
maiAifqript  of  the  Greek  Teftameai  which  had  been  pre- 
served in  the  royal  library,  ever  fince  the  time  of  Hen- 
ry I L  the  eight  which  had  been  borrowed  by  Stephens, 
would  certainly  have  been  included  in  the  numbcur.  It 
was  Le  Long's  iniendon  to  do  ib,  a«'  appears  from  Us 
;  letter  to  Martin ;  but  the  criterion  which  he  adcfMd  for 
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the  difGOvery  of  thofe  ntanufcripcs,  which  bad  been  tfaeie 
ever  fince  the  time  of  Henry  II.  namely » that  they  were 
narked  on  the  cover  with  an  H>  is  wholly  devoid  of  cer* 
tainty,  fince  the  manufcripts,  which  he  fought  might 
have  been  marked  either  with  an  F  or  with  an  L,  as 
cafily  as  with  an  H.  Wetftein  indeed  affirms,  Vol.  II. 
p.  1 2.  of  the  Codex  S(ephani  m  in  particular,  chough  of 
•no  other  of  Stephens's  manufcripts,  that  it  was  new  bound 
in  the  time  of  Henry  11.^  Codex  Stephani  ii  iccrum  com-* 
padus  eft,  Henrico  II.  Galliarum  rege/  But  to  what 
does  this  teftimony  amount  ?  Shall  we  conclude  that 
the  manufcript  had  been  in  the  royal  library  in  the  time 
of  Francis  1.  becaufe  a  new  cover  was  given  it  in  the 
time  of  Henry  II.?  By  no  means.  The  fad  is  fimpTy  this. 
Wetftein  obferves  that  the  Codex  Regius  a869.  (which  is 
his  Codex  12.  in  the  fecond  part  of  his  N.  T;)  has  the 
infignia  of  Henry  IL  on  the  cover:  this  MS.  he  believes, 
and  probably  with  fome  reafon,  to  be  the  fame,  as  that 
which  Stephens  fornierly  ufed  and  quoted  by  the  title  u : 
but  as  none  of  the  manufcripts  when  ufed  by  Stephens 
could  have  had  the  infignia  of  Hrary  II.  he  concludes  that 
the  Codex  it  had  belonged  to  Francis  Land  was  new  bound 
in  tKe  time  of  Henry  II.  Now  admitting  this  conclufion 
to  be  juft,  and  fufficiently  warranted  by  the  coincidence 
which  Wetftein  obferved  between  the  extrafis  from  the 
two  manufcripts,  it  is  ftill  only  an  argumentifm  a  ^fte- 
xiori,  and  proves  the  fa£k  of  otily  one  manufcript.  But  if 
we  quote  Wetftein's  authority  in  favour  of  the  opinion, 
that  the  MSS.  in  queftion  were  new  bound  in  the  time 
of  Henry  II.  in  order  to  juftify  Le  Long's  procedure, 
we  (hall  almoft  argue  in  a  circle,  fince  in  order  to  juftify 
his  procedure  it  is  neceffary  to  (hew  a  pj-iori  that  the 
eleven  manufcripts  felefled  by  Le  Long,  were  new  bound 
in  the  time  of  Henry  II.  and  that  they  neceflarily  in>> 
eluded  the  eight,  which  he  fought,  becaufe  othon^ife  a 
coincidence  in  only  four  le&iones  fingulares  would  bene 
criterion  at  all.  If  a  complete  collation  had  ever  been 
made  of  ^/ the  eight  manufcripts,  produced  by  Le  Long, 
Vou  IL  D  d  d  with 
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with  all  the  readings  quoted  by.Stephefts  from  Ae  eig^ 
which  are  fuppofed  to  correrpdhd  to  theo^  and  thefe 
extracts  in  general- coincided,  we  night  iafely  pronoanoe 
that  all  the  eight  were  diFcovered.  But  this  would  be 
an  arguinent  of  a  very  different  kind/ and  in  this  cafe  tc 
would  be  wholly  unncceflary  to  inquire,  whether  the 
MSS.  had  an  Fj  anii,  or  an  L,  on  their  covers.  Bm 
only  two  of  thefe  eight,  viz.  the  Cod.  n  and  a  have  h%dn 
completely  re-collated;  and  for  the  other  fix^  we  defNsnd 
od  the  coincidence  of  four  or  five  readfiigs»  which  m 
veiy  infufficient  till  certain  premifes  areeftubOihedf  wbich 
never  have  been  proved.  The  manufcripts  now  pre^ 
ferved  in  the  royal  library  m  Paris,  which  coACafii  either 
the  whole  or  parts  of  the  Greek  Teftameni,  amount  C6 
not  lefs  than  an  hundred  and  ninety-five,  aad  though  at 
leaft  three-fourths  of  them  have  been  depoQied  theve 
^nce  the  commencement  of  the  teigti  of  Henry  If.  yet 
the  remainder,  which  were  in  the  royal  library  before 
that  period,  amounts  probably  to  many  more  than  eieven. 
The  contrary  at  leaft  has  never  been  (hewn,  and  this 
alone  is  fuflBcient  to  render  Le  Long's  premiles  umten- 
tain.  Our  author  himfelf  acknowMges  that  the  traih 
of  Le  Long's  conclufion  depends  on  the  pofition,  thac  the 
eleven  manulcripu,  which  he  feleftod  for  cxaiiHnatioB> 
neceflarily  included  the  eight,  •  which  be  fought ;  fince  a 
coincidence  in  four  or  five  iediohes  fi^gularf^  from 
which  Le  Long  argued,  "would  other  wife  te  viery  iniiif- 
ficient  to  eftabliih  the  identity  of  the  manuferipts^  But 
aa  the  pofition  above-mentioned  is  by  no  oieans'  dear,  Lt 
Long's  difcovery  though  it  ^4y  be  true,  is  yet  not  af«- 
tended  with  that  certaiqiy,  with  which  it  is  generally  be- 
lieved to  be.  .  Critics  are  often,  too  hafty  in  af|;iiiiig  m 
the  identity  of  a  manuicripc  frofti  die  coincidence  dP  a 
few  readingi :  and  many  fuppofad  dtfcoveries  of  thift  kifld^ 
after  having  been  fa  warmly  defended^  that  thofe  who 
ha ve  ventured '  to  doubt,  have  been  treated  with  cow* 
tempt  and  ftcticuk,  wiU  be  proved  perhaps  by  fubfe* 
queot  critics  ioAie  totally  felfe.  Wefftein  was  tbortHiglify 
perfuaded  that,  in  additioa  to  the  eight  Codides  ore- 
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pbaiii,  which  are  the  fubjeft  of  our  prefent  ihquity,  hfe 
Dad  dircovered  tbe  Codex  tij  and  very*  eohfidently  re^ 
btcs  in  his  Proiegomena,  p.  46.  chat  this  manUfcript, 
after  having  been  preferved  in  the  library  oF  9t.  ViAor, 
and  then^  in  the  library  of  TelKer,  wai  at  ]aft  depofited 
ill  the  royal  library^  and  there  marked  2865.  *  Nbw  iT 
this  poGtion  had  remamed  unexamined,  it  would  have 
beea  aa  confidently  repeated,  as  if  •  Wa^  tonfidetitly  af- 
ferted*  But  Griefbach,  on  inquiring  into  thd  truth  of 
this  happy  difcovery,  found  that  the  extrads  quoted  by 
Stephens^  from  the  Codex  f#;  differed  In  fiich  a  manner 
from  the  readlngsof  the  Codex  R^itis  1S65.  as  to  make 
it  impoffiMefor them  to  be ond andthe  fanle m^nufcript. 
He  &ya  themfere  in  hh  Symbolae,  p.  dAW.  Falliflima 
funi^quiB  de  Stephanie  eddice  li  in  prolegomenis  tradh 
Wetftentus. 

Before  I  conclude  this  Hibjed/  it  is  ^ettffary  to  ob- 
fBTtt  that  the  objeft  of  the  preceding  Remarks  is  not  to 
ffaew  that  4he  eight  mamifdripts  dife^vere^dl  by  Le  Ldnjg 
were  not  the  M SS^  ufed  by  R.  Stephens,  firice  the  thing 
itfelf  is  by  no  means  iflApoffible.  TWO  cyf  (heifa,  namely 
tbe  Codices  Regii  st6 1*  and  1*869.  Whidb- Le  ^Long  fiip- 
pofea  to  be  the  fome  as  the  Codides  ^te^bani  n,  arid  u, 
have  been  completely  CoHated'by  Wetftein,  whofe  coU^. 
eion  ftreng^henn  i^e  opiviion  of  Le  Long.  As  far  as  con- 
cerns cberefore  the  Codex  ni  wkd  the  Codex  ir,  we  hisve 
additional 'evidence  in  favour  of  the  opinion' that  they  are 
tlie  fame,^  a;s  the  Codiebs  RegKa^Si.  and  266^.  becaufe 
Wetfteitr  ba»fiMiiMl'  cbae^  not  fouf  otrly,  but  that  tbe  read* 
ings  quoted  in  general  in  Stephens's*  margin  froni  the 
Codiecs  n,  and  ii,  aye'fbund  in  the  Cod.  Regii  1861.  arid 
•869.  But  for  tbe  opiniotif  <hat  thc'fix  i^taaining  niaha- 
fcrifHs^  namely,  the  Codiii^s  'Stepbam  y,  ^,  r,  r,  ^9  h  ^^^ 
cfae  ftad  m  tbe  Codies  R^iisB^j)  2871,  341^5, 1866, 
as4i,  28709  (tba numbert  affi^fned  to  tb^em  in*  Le  Long's 
Bib.  bora,  Toa».  L  p.  ao8.>  wa  fefly  on  the  pt6piiety  of 
the  prooeia  adapted  by  Le  Long,  and  Which '  has  been 
die  fubjcft  of  inqairy  in  Ibia  note;  ^or  though  Wdc- 
ftam  f|Mlta  of  ilNrf^  fi^  Godkes  Ifeglly  ik  raantrfbrf|)ls 
<  D  d  d  a  which 
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which  he  had  feen^  and  defcribes  them  aa  the  fiune.vkii 
the  above*tneiitioned  fix  Codices  Stqihani ;  yet^  as  he  no 
where  fays  that  he  collated,  or  even  exatntoed  thchr  lead- 
logs,  as  he  had  done  of  the  other  two,  it  la  rcafonable  to 
fuppofe  that  he  grounded  his  opinion  of  the  identity  of 
thefe  MSS,  merely  on  the  audiority  of  Le  I^ong.  See 
ihe  account  which  Wetftetn  has  given  in  hb  Prolego- 
mena of  the  manufcripts  which  be  has  noted  L,  4,  5^ 
6^  7,  8|  in  the  fir  A  part  of  bis  N.  T.  and  9,  19,  in  the 
fecond. 

But   whatever  be  the  uncertainty,  with   which  Le 
Long's  difcovery.is  attended^  no  inference  can  be  drawn 
from  it  in  favour  of  Martin's  opinion  with  refped  to  the 
authenticity  of  the  celebrated  paflage  in  tbe^firft  eptftle 
of  St.  John.    For  whether  the  eight  manufcripu^  which 
Stephens  borrowed^  are  in  the  number  of  the  eleven  fe- 
leded  by  Le  Long,  or  not,  they  certainly  are  Jmnevoibere 
in  the  royal  library.     The  notion  that  Stephens  never 
returned  them,  but  that  he  took  them  with  him  to  Swit- 
zerland, wlien  be  left  Paris,  is  highly  iMttd.     In  bis 
Anfwer  to  the  Paris  Divines,  p.  37.  (Wetftenii  N«  T. 
Vol.  IL  p.  7940  he  declares  that  he  had  rftturned  all  his 
manufcripts ;  and  as  thefe  very  manufcripts  were  at  that 
time  a  fuDJe&  of  public  controverfy,  it  is  wholly  incre- 
,  dible,  if  he  had  aflerted  a  £al£hood^  that  it  Ibould  have 
remained  undeleted.    It  was  certainly  Jtnow»  tn  .tbe 
royal  library,  whether  he  had  returned  them  or  aot^  and 
as  R.  Stephens  was  narrowly  watched  and  perfeotitcd.by 
the  Paris  Divinesidiey  neithcr^MuU  nor  could  have  fail^ 
.  to  deteft  the  faUhoodi  if.  tiie  maouforiplis  had  not  been 
returned    Novv  there  \%  not  a  fingle.M&  of  the  catho- 
lic epiftles,  in  the  royal  library  ia Pans,  which  haabot 
.  been  fearched^  for  endence  either  in  favour.o^  oc  agamft 
t  Joh^  V.  7 ;  but  in  npta  fingle  mannfcript  in  die  wMe 
r  libraiy  has  tbisiverfe  been  difcoveced  c  Imcairit  thcteAt, 
for  fome  of  them  halve  gloflen  in  the  .margini  which  are 
.  fimikr  tOy  ihougb  not  the  fame  as  ihe  icommon  teat, 
.  %  John  Y*  7.    Of  the  eight  MSSM.wbieh  Stfffhdna  bor- 
vmtA  finm  cth^r^jnl  library),  four^  nane^p  i%  H^n^om^ 

tained 
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tained  the  catholic  epifties :  thefc  four  he  quotes  i  John 
v«  7.  in  conjundion  with  three  other  manufcripts,  which, 
be  had  borrowed  elfewhere.  Now  as  he  quotes  alt  feven 
as  agreeing  in  the  famComiflion,  whatever  was  wanung 
in  foarof  ffaem,  muft  have  been  wanting  likewiie  in  the 
other  three.  But  in  the  ^four,  which  are  in  the  royal 
library,  the  whole  of  i  John  v,  7.  is  wanting,  (not  merely 
the  words  iv  ru  s^ftir»,  as  many  have  fuppofed  from  the 
pofition  of  Stephens'3  femicircle),  for  ther^  is  mt  one  in 
the  whole  library  which  has  the  verfe.  It  is  certain 
therefore  that  the  verfe  was  omitted  in  all  feven^  and 
that  Stephens's  femicircle  is  mifplaced.  See  Simon  Dif- 
iertation  critique  fur  les  manufcrits  du  Nouveau  Tefta- 
ment,  p.  14.  See  alfo  the  Table  of  Stephens's  MSS. 
in  the  following  Note  291*  with  the  remark  on  the  Co- 
dex *y« 

PACE  321. 

29a  This  aflercion  has  never  been  proved :  and  its 
want  of  proof  is  the  very  circumftaoeei  which  renders 
Le  Long's  method  of  proceeding  lefs  fati5&3ory  than  it 
would  have  beeoi  aa  ai^)ear6  from  the  prcteding  note. 

PAQrE  321I. 

291.  It  is  true  that  Le  Long,  in  bis  letter <to  Mardn, 
aflerts  that  he  had  difcovercd  the  eight  manufcripcs  in 
queition,  and  refers  u>  the  table  at  the  end  of  the  letter, 
p.  650.  for  the  numbers  at  that  time  affixed  to  them  in 
the  royal  library  :  but,  through  fome  extraordinary  neg- 
led,  he  has  mentioned  the  numbers  of  only  ^#,  and  of 
the  two  to  which  he  has  afffigned  no  nuii^rs,  nameiy, 
the  Cod.  Ty  and  ir,  he  has  defcrsbed  the  latter  in  fuch  a 
maDner,  as  to  make  it  doubtful  whether  he  had  even  fcen 
if.  See  the  Journal  des  Sfavans,  Vol*  LXVIL  p.  650, 
651.  This  defed  however  he  has  in  fome  meafure  fup* 
plied  in  the  edition  of  his  Bibliotbeca  fiicra,  which  was 
ptibliflied  three  years  after  be  wrote  the  teuer  to  Manin. 
See  Tom.  I.  p.  2o8«  where  be  mentions  the  numbers 
affixed  to  rj  and  m ^  and  gives  a  more  compkce  defenp- 
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tioo  of  the  latter,  thougb  even  tkir  is  di^erenc  from  the 
defcription,  whicb  has  fince  been  given  by  Wetftein. 

As  the  accounts,  which  have  been  given  of  Stephens's 
manufcripts^  areiageneral  attended  with  foqae  difficulty, 
it  will  be  uieful  to  prefent  the  reader  with  a  table,  not 
only  of  the  eight  in  queftion,  but  of  all  the  fixteen,  re- 
prefenting  the  libraries,  where  they  arc  at  prefent  pre** 
ferved,  with  the  notnbers  now  affiited  to  them,  the  per- 
fons  by  whom  they  were  dificovered,  and  the  collations^ 
which  have  been  made  of  them  fince  ti^  time  of  Ste- 
phens. I  Ihall  make  the  ftatemeot  according  to  the 
opinion  at  prefent  commonly  received^  without  entering 
into  any  controverfy  with  refppB  to  the  propriety  of  that 
opinion.  The  doubts,  which  attend  the  difcovery  and 
identity,  of  fome  of  thefe  nianufcripu,  I  have  ftated  in 
the  preceding  notes,  wherever  the  fubjed  has  relat^ed 
to  each  of  them  in  particular. 

Table  of  Stephens's  nianufcripts. 

.  4(.  CompUuenfian  edition* 

.  f^  Cadex  fiezs,  or  Camabrigienfis,  rercoUatcd  by 

Junius,  Ufhcr,  Mill,»Bd  Wecftein* 
y.  Codex   Regius  2867.  n.  84.  difcovered  by   Le 

Long,  but  not  fince  collated. 

,  I.  Codea  RegiM*  «874-  n.  ^06.  difcovei«4.  by  pst 
.   Long*  but  not  fince  .^Jlated. 
f •  Codex  Regius  34^^  n.  1 1  a.  difcovered  by  Le 

Longy  but  not  fince  coUaied. 
f,  ppd<x  Regius  a866.   n.   71.  difcovered  by  Le 
,    . :  .  JLong»  but  not  Qxkc^  collated. 
..  i^.  Cadey  Regius  ^3^411.  lu  .47.  difcoverc4  by  l^ 
.  .     LoQg,  «but  not  fince  coUaUKl. 
«.'  Codex  Regius  a86i.  n.  6a.  difcovered  by  Le  Loog^ 

and  re-collatcd  by  Weifteio  artd  Griefbach. 
(,.  Codex  Coiflinianus  20O.  difcovered  by  Wet^e|n» 

who  jre-coUated  iu 
n  rCgdes  JBLegpus  aSTO.-  m  .loardiicowrod  by  Lc 
Long,  btit  not  fimae  cdUtedr  .     •» 

!«•  Mot  yec  difcovered. 

tfi.  Codex 
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V 

ip.  Codex  Regius  296z.  n*  8^  N.  B.  Tbii  manu-* 
*  fcript  Was  brought  ioto  the  royal  library  at  the 
end  of  idle  laft  century,  having-  formerly  be- 
looged  to  Petrus  Stella,  andafterwoid^to  Teliier* 
It  was  collated  for  Kufter's  edition  of 'Mill's 
Greek  TeftatDent j  and  m  identiity .  with  the  Co* 
dexStephani  tfi  vas  firftpbft^ved  by  Wetftein. 

»y«  This  Qianufcript  I  have  difcovered  in  the  Univer- 
fity  library^  of  Cambridge,  whei^  it  is  marked 
Kk;6.4*. 

il«  Codex  Vidorious  774.  difcovered  by  Grieflbach^ 
who  has  re-coliaicd  it. 

$u  Codex  Regius  2*869^  n.  ft 37*  difcovered  by  Le 
Long,  and  re-coUoted  by  Wetfiein« 

•r.  Not  y«t  difcovered* 

.      .  CODICB& 

■ 

*  The  MS.  thus  marked,  as  appeart  from  the  nanu  being  written  in  it 
bdonaed  formerly  to  Vatablu^  who  was  Hpbieif  Profeflbr  at  Paris  in  the 
time  of  R*  Stephens^  and  one  of  his  moft  intimate  friends.  Now  as 
Stephens,  liefide  tl|e  Codex  0,  and  the  eightt  %rlrksK  he*bdi^wed  irom  the 
mpd  ISbiary^  pro^nrsd  fix* othtn*  < quae  vodiqur  c«m%aie  flait,*  touft 
l|ia  qwn  expcpffion,  k.  W  hsfdly  of^ibk  that  )ie  A>Hold  have  liegleaed  ib 
ancient  and  v^uable  A.manulcrip^  as  that  of  VatabUg^  cotaHnl^ts,  (nee 
the  manufcript  could  not  haye  been  unknown  to  him*  The  Codex  Stephani 
ty  porrefpondsy  as  to  its  contents,  to  the  Codex  Vatabli^  ^hich  is  a  manu* 
fofpt  of  the  Afts  ^snd  all  the  epiftlei  I  felefted  therefbre  from  Stephens^ 
■urgin  mli  the  ^readings  which  •  be  has  quoted  fit)!!! '  tiie  Codex  ly  alone^ 
ll^oghdac  ftb^  eatboilt  epUlka;  theft  I  oei^parfd  wjth  the  Codex  Vatabli, 
aady  though  they  amounted  to  ^fentjt-five,  and  ^y^nl  of  thsm  haye  been 
diA^yered  m  no  manufcript  iincc  the  time  of  Stephens,  1  found  them  all  iq 
the  Codex  Vatabli,  or  Codex  Rk,  6. 4.  without  any  exception,  and' without 
the  leaft  variation.  This  extraordinary  coincidence,  ttnited  with  the  circ^m- 
iaHee,  that  the  MS.  whkh  I  eaamined  belonged  to  one  of  Stephem^s  moft 
intimate  fiiends,  affords  the  Arottgtft  f nMf»  that  the  Codexfttphagi  ly  is  the 
£)«|iett  tha  Codex  VamWi,  .  N^w^  this  manttferipl  omits  ilie  whole  of  1  John 
T.  T,  andqteariy  prates  there^e,  aathe  Codex  kv  U  one  of  thofe,  which 
are  qnoted  at  that  yerfe,  tha^  Stephens*s  femicirclc  is  mifplae eid. 

This  Note  was  written  in  the  firft  edition :  and  in  confequence'tf  jts  him 
fang  been  called  in  queftion,  I  haye  inftituted  a  very  mlAdte  enquiry ^o  the 
fi^ea,  irbieh  has  fufly  eftaUiiied  the  identfty  of  the  Codesli  ly  Indt  the 

Codea  VaubU.   See  my  IfTt^m  ie  AfeWfacii9  'iVaria.   On  the  Codicts 
lUyii,  99tUstcd  by  JL.  Stephens,  fte  the  Afpca^is  tQf)s|ft  Lcttcfs. 

9dd4 
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CODICISS    TOidk   HA^CELENSIS. 

• 

The  name  of  this  editor  of  the  Philoxenian  verfion 
ihould  be  exprefledio  Laiin  by  *  Thomas  Harcetenfis,' 
(not  HeracJeeniu)  and  in  £ngh(h  by  ^  Thomas  of  JHar- 
keV  (ooc  Cbarkel).    See  Note  ig.  toch.  vii.  fed.  xu 

PAGE    329. 

291.  Our  author  fhould  have  faid  at  the  beginning  of 
the  leventh  century.  See  the 'Notes  18 — 22.  to  ch.  vii: 
fe£t  11. 

292.  See  chap.  vii.  feft.  11.  with  the  note^  to  that 
feQion*  » 

PAOs  33^. 

s^3.  Namely,  at  leaft  two  mafiiufcripts  of  the  Gofpclj, 
one  of  the  A&Sj  and  two  of  tbe  Epiftles.  See  Wet- 
ilein's  Prolegomena,  p.  112^  113.  and  Ridley  de  Verf. 
Syr.  feft  9. 

£94*  Wetftein's  Prolegomena,  p.  113.         . 

295.  In  die  OrwRt.  Bibl  Vol.  XVI.  p.  164-^1 68. 
lihereour  author  ra views  Whim's  editton  of  the  Philoae- 
DUD  verfion,  be  gives  examples  of  orthographtctti  errors 
in  tbe  Greek  readings  in  the  margin  of  that  verGoo,  as 
written  in  Ridley's  manufcript ;  they  relate  chieSy  to  a 
confufion  of  e  with  «,  and  1  with  n  and  CI9  as  ^7  be 
feen  on  confulting  White's  edition.  In  the  Or,  BibL 
VoU^XVII.  p*  t2J&^^t33,  ^  hasprinted  a- letter  writ- 
ten by  Profefibr  Adter,  from  which  it  appears  dat  tbe 
Greek  marginal  readings  in  the  Codex  Angdicus  .ate 
ftill  more  inaccurately  written  than  in  Ridley's  aianu* 
fcript»  But  the  MS.  in  which  they  are  mofl  corre&ly 
wriiceni*.is  that  noted  by  Ad ier  Codecs  AffemaDtanQs 
«#  which  ottf  author  has  omitted  to  mention,  though  ke 
puWifced  tn  his  Orient.  Brbl.  Vol.  XVIII.  p.  173. 
4tdler's  account  of  it«  This  learned  writer  alfo^  in  Ipis 
Verf;  S^r.  p.  65.  fays  of  this  manufcript,  Graces^  voces 
Moatfatiuseuam  quam^ in  precedeim  (leil.  Affemaoiaiio 
44)ab(4[|ue  memio  fere  exaratm  funt^  fed  minus  nitidse^ 

296*  Tbe  marginal  Greek  readings  in  the' FhAosje^ 
nian  verfion  are  of  three  different  kin^s,    i*  Such  as 

conefpond 
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correfpond  to  the  Syriac  both  in  feofe  and  in  forai,  whe- 
ther adopted  in  the  Syriac  from  the  Greek,  or  in  the 
Greek  Teftarticnt  froto  the  Syriac  Of  this  kind.are  all 
the  examples 'produced  by  oiir  author,  except  vJ'gtar  and 
ifkio^iit.  2.  Such  as  correfpond  tp  the  Syriac  m  fenfe 
only  :  of  this  kind  are  vi^iai  and  tfjpk'o(ti9:  3/'St2cb  aft 
differ  both  in  form  and  in  fenfe,  and  denote  a  various 
reading.  But  thefe  laft  are  not  nutperous.  It  may  be 
obferved  of  the  Greek  readings  in  general  which  are  noted 
in  this  verfion,  that  they  are  of  miich  lefs  impoftaiice 
than  the  Syriac ;  they  frequently  betray  great  ignorance, 
and  it  is  often  difficult  to  comprehend  for  what  purpofe 
they  are  added,  For  thefe  rcafons- Profeffor  Storr,  in 
the  Repertoriura,  Vol.  VII.  p.  15.  abfoluiely  denies  that 
the  Greek  readings  proceeded  from  Thomas  of  ^  Hera- 
clea^  or,.as  be  ought  to  ht  called,  Thomas  of  Harkel. 

agj.  The  Syriac  marginal  notes  of  the  Philoxeniati 
veriioD  may  be  divided  into  two  principal  clafles.  i.  CiJr 
ticaL  2.  Explanatory*  The  former  relate  fometimes 
to  the  collated  Greek  manufcripta,  at  other  times  to  the 
old  Syriac  verfion,  and  perhaps  frequently  to  both*  The 
latter  are  likewife  of  a  twofold  nature,  referring  Tome- 
times  to  the  Syriac  tranflatioii,  at  other. times  to>tfae 
Greek  originaU  . 
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ag%.  As  }cn!^.^«M^  the  marginal  reading  of  the  Pbi* 
loxenian  verfion,  John  i.  i8.  is  ia  the  old  Syriac  in  the 
text  itfelf,  it  is  evident  that  reference  is  made  to  this 
verfion.  But  whether  the  editor  of  the  Pbiloxeoian  ver- 
fipn  intended  at  the  fame  time  to  ^nify  that  the  fame 
reading,  namely  f(«»oyi»iK  ^og^  was  alfo  in  his  Greek  ma- 
nufcripts,  is  at  prcfent  difficult  to  determine  :  it  is  how- 
ever highly  probable,  (ince  fAoypT^iimf  Sti^  is' the  reading 
o^  the  Alexandrine  oditiooi  as  appears  from  the  quota- 
lions  of  Clement,  Origen^  Cyril,  and  Atbanafiusi  and 
fromr  the  Coptic  and  Ethiopic  verfioos.  £Uit  of  the  nu^ 
nofcripts  which  have  been  cpUated  in  modern  times,  the 
Codex  Siephani  «)  and  Colberunus  A8i44«  alone  have 
this  reacting. 

299.  Thij 


099.  This  addkioo '  might  Kkeviie  lave  been  ibund 
in  the  Alexandrine  manurcriptS|.collalsd.by  Thomai^  aa 
well  a9  in  the  old  Syriac^  for  it  ia  both  in  the  Coptic 
and  Ethiopic.  The  onl^  manufcripCiy  in  which  jnodero. 
critics  have  difcovered  u,  are  the  Gyprius^  Colb.  1^43. 
Medicaeus,  and  the  Codices  Regit  5a  and  64^  as  marked 
at  prefent. 

300.  This  is  a  miftake,  £or  Thomas,  the  editor  of 
the  Phibxenian  verfion,  lived  in  the  feventh  ocoturjr^  as 
appears  from  the  Notes  i8-^ft2«  to  dui|L  vii,  ie£t  ii.  . 

,PACB  33a. 

301.  The  charge,  though  not  probable,  is  not  wholly 
incredible,  as  appears  from  Note  aj.  tp  this  fe£lion.  Nor 
was  the  influence  of  the  church  of  Rome  inconfiderable 
even  in  Alexandria,  efpccially  in  the  fourth  and  fifth  cen- 
turies,' in  which  period  the  MSS.  collated  by  Thomas 
were  probably  written,  Vid.  S^mferi  Comnieniarii  hi^r 
0rici  de  antiquo  Chriftianorum  ftatu,  Tom,  h§  8«« 

30a.  Read  feventh  century. 

303.  On  this  fubjefi  the  learned  and  (agacioud  Wet* 
ftein  has  been  very  unjuftiy  expo  fed  to  ridicule^  to  wbicb 
Dr.  Ridley's  eloquence^  in  the  fifteenth  fedioi\  of  bhi 
Diflertation  de  verfionibus  Syriaci^,  has  not  a  little  con, 
trrbuted.  It  has  been  aflerted,  that  Wetftein*s  conjeo* 
ture,  that  thefe  four  maoufcripts  were  ufed  by  Tbooaas^^ 
muft  be  wicbout  foundation/  becaufe  it  appears-  from  she 
fubfcription  to  the  Philoxeoian  verfion,  that,  three  at 
the  utmoft  were  collated  for  the  Gofpels.  But  it  has 
been  totally  forgotten,  that  Thomas  collated  alfo  one 
manufcript  for  the.  ASs  of  the  Apbftles,  a  book  which, 
is  not  contained  in  the  Codex  Stephani  «,  aod^  leaft 
two  for  the  epiftles,  which  are  neither  in  the  Cod*  Sie^ 
pbani  n,  nor  in  the  Cantabrigienfis,  This  circumftaacc 
alone  therrefore  decides  nothing,  fince  q(  thefe  four  m^ 
nufcripu  he  might  have  ufed  three  for  the  Gofpds,.  one 
for  the  A8s,  and  two  for  the  Epiftles,  viz»  tbe  Alexr 
atodrinus  and  Epbrem,  in  which  abne,  of  thefe  ibur^  the 
epiftles  are  contained.  This  remark  is  madc^  nqit  \fiA 
a  view  of  defending  the  opinion  of  Wetftein^  which  may 

be 
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he  confuted  on  other  grounds,  aa  appears  from  the  Notey 
to  tbefe  four  manuicripts,  but  merely  to  refcue  a  cha* 
rafier^  to  which  facred  criticifm  is  under  the  higheft  ob« 
ligations,  from  the  charge  of  an  abfurdity. 

^304*  To  each  of  the  Tollowing  Syriac  quotations  our 
author  baa  fubjoined  a  German  tranflation^  for  which^ 
inftead  of  tranfladng  it  into  EngtiOi,  I  have  fubftituted 
White's  Latin  tranfls^tion,  which  correfponds  to  the  Sy-* 
riac.as  accurately  as  poflible,  I  have  Jikewife  correQed 
from  White's  text  fome  inaccuracies  in  omr  author^  and 
have  made  fome  trifling  alterations  in  the  ftatement  of 
thofe  examples^  which  in  the  original  feemed  obfcure. 

FAOE    353. 

30c.  If  I  underftadd  our  author  righdvi  he  m^ns 
that  |o^^  fliould  be  written  ]i£^^  and  p];)  written 
0i;|a).  With  refped  to  the  latter,  the  very  fame  ortho- 
graphy  which  is  found  in  Ridley's  MS.  or  in  the  Oxford 
edition,  is  obferved  likewife  in  the  Cod.  Affemanianus  2* 
the  mod  corred  manufcript  of  the  Philoxentan  verGon 
hitherto  dilbdvered.  See  Adler's  Verf.  Syr.  p«  laj.  In 
regard  to  the  former,  it  is  more  probable  that  Thomas 
a&ually  wrote  la^i  as  found  in  Ridley's  MS.,  than 
jyo:^  as  our  author  conjefiures,  becaufe  there  is  added 
in  Greek,  Bna^aCa  (Bn^A^aCai)^  which  correfponds  to  the 
Syriac  as  written  in  the  manufcript,  but  not  to  our  au- 
thor's alteration  :  and  it  neceflarily  follows,  that  if  Tho- 
mas wrote  in  Syriac  li^^^  he  wrote  in  Greek  Bn^aCafM^ 
but  the  Greek  is  not  written' in  this  manner  in  the  Phi- 
loxenian  verfion.  The  following  is'  perhaps  the  true 
ftatement  of  this  example.  In  the  text  of  the  Philoxe- 
nian,  as  well  as  the  old  Syriac  verGcfti,  John  i.  28.  *we 
find  Iai^AaQi  which  correfponds  to  Bud'ana:  but  Tho- 
maa,  on  collating  his  Alexandrinne  MSS,  found  here  a 
different  reading,  which  is  ufually  written  Bti5ACajB»,  but 
was  either  written  Bn^mfaCm^  in  the  manufcript  ufed  by 
Thomas,  or  he  took  it  for  fuch  :  he  wrote  therefore  in 
the  margin  of  his  new  edition  B^^a^aCa,  (for  the  omif- 
fioD  of  ^  is  the  erratum  of  a  copyift^  as  wilt  appear  from 

the 
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the  following  note)  and  exprefled  this  reading  in  Syriac 
by  a  twofold  orthography,  (:^f^  and  M'ft  both  of  wbkh 
denote  *(«(«,  thereby  intending  to  fignify,  that  as  6«^ 
&»»i»  in  the  Greek  had  a  various  reading  Bn^^paCft,  fo 
the  Syriac  )ai^  iSuo  (houM  have  likewire  a  various^  read- 
ing, which  might  be  exprefled  either  ]q}^  ^^^  or  A«o 

]^hh  The  coincidence  of  the  Greek  reading,  as  written 
in  the  margin  of  the  Philoxenian  verfion,  with  the  two 
modes  of  exprefling  the  fame  in  Syriac^xlearly  fliew 
that  no  inverfion  has  taken  place  in  the  Syriac  through 
the  negligence  of  a  copyift,  unlefs  we  fuppofe  that  mere 
accident  has  produced  the  fame  inverfion  in  all  three 
words,  which  is  wholly  incredible.^ 

306.  Admitting  that  the  ancient  Syrian^  pronounced 
Aao  as  if  it  were  written  «*Oi  which  no  one  howeyer 
can  pofitively  affirm,  it  is  no  neceflary  confequence  ihatj 
becaufe  they  dropped  the  Tau  in  fpeaking^  Syriac,  they 
therefore  left  out  Theta  in  writing  Greek,  efpecially  as 
A*o  itfelfeven  if  pronounced  in  that  ;Q)anner,  was  not 
written  without  the  Tau.  In  faft  Bw^aCot^  in  Ridley's 
copy,  is  a  mere  erratum  for  BYi^a^aCa^  as  appears  from 
the  more  corred  manufcripc  the  Codex  Aflemanianus  2. 
in  which  Theta  h  very  difiinfily  exprefled.  See  Adier's 
Verf.  Syr.  p.  123.     « 

367.  This  note  therefore  proceeded  not  from-Tbomas^ 
the  editor  of  the  Philoxenian  veriion,  biit  from  a  former 
Syrian  proprietor  of  Ridley's  manufcript,  who  bad  ex- 
amined different  copies  of  it.  White  alfo  cxprefsly  re* 
fates,  that  it  was  written  a  recentiori  manu.  See  his  note 
to  this  paflage,  p.  623. 

308.  In  the  y eicellenfis,  Veronenfis,  and  CorbeienCs, 
but  in  a  different  pofition.  See  Blanchini  Evangeliarium 
Quadruplex^  P.  I.  p.  276,  277. 

309.  The  Ethiopic  verfion  exprefles  '  vinum  non  ha- 
bebant)  quia  defecit  vinum  eorura  :*  but  this  claufe  is 
found,  not  in  the  firft  verfe,  to  whicb  the  marginal  read- 
ing of  the  Philoxenian  verfion  refers,  but  in  the  third 
verfe,  where  vngn^aprp^  ^ita  is  ufed  in  the  Greek,   From 

thii| 
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lhi8>  and  the  preceding  note,  it  is  rearfonable  to  fuppoTe 
4hat  the  rderence  of  the  Pbiloxenian  verfion  is  originally 
a  miftake,  and  that  it  properly  belongs  to  the  third,  verfe^ 
where  it  is  poCQblc  that  Thomas  found  in  Greek  M&S» 
xhe  reading  in  queftioii,  but  certainly  not  in  4he  firft.  ' 
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•  '  ' '    ■       ■   » 

310.  AlTo  16  the  £thiopic,^nd  Armenian,  and  in  one 

inftance  in  Origen.     See  Griefbach  in  locoi 

311.  Rather  xAi  atiri|X3'fif. 

* 
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3x2,  In  the  Coptic:  thi^  reading  is  wholly  omitted* 
3ee  Wetftein  and  Griefbach  in  loco. 

313^  Thar  no  tingle  manurcript,  among  the  four  which 
Wetftein  believed  to  have  been  coUa^d  at  Alexandria, 
.has  all  the  variations  which  are  noted  in  tbefonr  fiift 
.chapters  of  St  John^  in  the  margin  of  the  Pbiloxenian 
-vei£4>D,  ia  no  argument 4ig^nft  Wetftein*s opinion^  for 
«as  Thpmas  felefied  readings  from  rmor<^  than  one  MS. 
we  cannot  expefib  to  find  them  all  in  ooe  alonei^'   We^ 
.  ftein's  adverfaries  therefore  have  no  reafon  to  triumph^ 
fince  this  argument^  by  which  they  endeavour  to  con-* 
fute  his  opinion,  is  «not  more  fqiid  than  thofe,  by  which 
.Ise  endeavoured  to  eftabl^h  it.     Profeffor  Adler,  in  his 
Verf.  8yr.  p.  13a.  makes  the  following  very  juft  obfer- 
vation,  particularly  in  reference  to  the  Codex  Cantabiri- 
gienfis^Quae  quidenv  fententia,  me  judice,^^  probari 
Bon.poteft,  quod  lediones  hujus  codicis  Gngulares  in 
fnia  quoque  exemplis  invenerit^  neque  eo  refeni5  quod 
^vel  alias  varietatesobfervaveritcritic4i€,qvae  in  Cantabn- 
gienG'deGnt,  plures  enim  codices  eum  confuluifle  fcioHK, 
yel  muttas  pmtferit  quae  in  Cantabrigienfi  ferventur^  non 
enim  omnes  codicutn  fuorum  ledioneS}^  fed  eastantum 
attulifle  videtur,  quia  ipfi  probabilioves  liaberentuKr  t . 
;  This  learned  writer  has,  in  the  rab^ve^iDemioQed  work, 
p.  79— *i3a*  given  a  very  complete  and  accurate  ^olla- 
Ttion  of  the  marginal  readings  of  the  Pbiloxenian  verfion 

i  of 
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afterwards  in  that  of  St  Jamei  in  W^irsburg.    He  died 
in  1516. 

321*  The  German  title  it,  Reufs  Befchreibung  elniger 
Handfchriften  der  UniverGtats-Bibliothek  zu  Tiibtngeo. 

CODICES    UFFENBACHIANI. 

322.  The  Codices  Uflfenbachiani  are  defcribed  in  the 
Bibliotheca  tIflFenbacbiana  MSta,  fen  Catalogus  et  re- 
cenfio  MStorum  codicum  qui  in  bibliotheca  Zach,  Conr. 
ab  Ufienbach  Trajedi  ad  Moenum  adfervantur,  et  in 
varias  clafies  diftingountur,  quorum  priores  J.  H.  Maius 
Prof.  Ord.  Gieflenfis  recenfuit,  retiquas  pofleflbr  ipfe 
digcffit.    Halae  Herm.  17205  fol. 

PACE    338. 

323.  The  common  reading  EpheC  vi.  22.  is  imi  ypmrt 
rm  wift  nfMiir,  which  gives  a  perfe£U/  good  fenfe^  and  is 
well  adapte^  to  the  context.  The  manufcript  in  qucT- 
tton  has  here  tir«  ywrnn  r«  vi^i  u/mik,  which  is  not  good 
fenfci  and  vfMf»  is  evidently  an  erratum  of  a  copyift  for 
nfAm^  for  which  reafon  Griefbach  has  not  noted  it.  But 
our  author,  in  order  to  procure  it  a  (enfe,  divides  yM^rf 
.into  two  words,  and  omits  the  m,  whether  by  accident 
or  defign  I  know  not.  But  it  is  probable  that  here  is  a 
typographical  error,  and  that^he  meant  i»«  y»M  n  ra  v^ 

324.  Our  author  confiders  therefore  the  Codex  Uffen- 
bachianus  3.  of  which  Bengel  has  given  a  few  extrads, 
as  the  fame  with  that  which  Profeflor  Schulz  difcovercd 
in  the  Univerfity  Library  of  Gieflen :  Grieibach  on  the 
contrary  confid^rs  them  as  two  diftind  manufcripts,  de- 
noting the  one  Codex  101*  or  Ufienbachianus  3.  the 
other  Codex  122.  or  Codex  Gieflenfis.  It  is  neceflary 
therefore  to  examine  which  of  cbefe  two  eminent  critics 
is  miftaken.  Now  there  is  a  paflage  in  Bengel*s  Intro- 
dudio  in  Crifin  Nov.  Teft.  ^  7.  which  feems  to  put 
the  matter  out  of  doubt.  Addi  poterat  Uff.  3.  qui  m- 
bet  £v.  Johanni%  et  r*XY^^  quidenr  eft,  fed  plane  re- 
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rths,  et  cum  cdd.  prifcis  Bafileenlibiis  ita  congruit,  ut  e:^' 
earum  aliqua  defcriptus  exiftitnari  debeau  Tres  hbfce) 
ct  HirTatJgienfeni  ilium,  et  alia  com'plura,  impertiit  no- 
bis Z.  C.  ab  Uffenbach.  Here  the  Codex  Hirfaugienfis 
is  manifeftly  diftin^uifhed  from  the  three  Codices  Uf- 
fenbachiani  denote  i,  2,  3.  and  this  very  Codex  Hir- 
faugienfis is  that' which  Js  now  »tGiefl^n,  being  written 
by  Nicolaus  monachns  HirfaugienfivS,  as  appears  from 
the  fubfcripftion.  Befides,  tlie  Uffenbachianus  3.  is,  ac-^ 
cording  to  Qcngel,  a  copy  of  the  Bafe]  edition;  the  Cod** 
Hirfaugreniis,  preferved  at  Gieffen,  according  to'  Maius^ 
who  collated  \t,  and  whofe  extra3s  Schulz  communi- 
cated to  our  author,  is  a  copy  cf  the  Codex  Trithemii', 
preferved  in  the  Bodleian.  Griefbach  therefore  has  very 
properly  diftinguifhed  them.  But  whether  this  eminent 
criiichas  not  made  another  miftake^  in  reckoning  as  two 
different  manufcripts  his  Codex  97.  and  Codex  i2>.  fhe 
former  of  which  he  terms  Hirfaugienfis,  the  latter  Grieft 
fenfis,  which  appear  to  be  one  and  the  fame  manufcriplji 
I  leaCe  to  his  own  dccifionl     See  Note  i95, 

CODfiX    BIB/S,    VlCTOltlS.         ' 

■       •  •  • 

« 

315.  Our  author  therefove  iiaa  couAtod  the  (attic  nia« 
iiulcript  twice, 

CODEX    UPSALENSIS. 

A  manufcript  of  the  Afli,  the  Epiftlcs  of  St,  Paul^ 
and  the  catholic  epiftles,  has  been  collated,  and  defcrib- 
cd  by  Profeflbr  Aurivillius,  in  the  following  work,  Codex 
ftianufcriplus  Graecus  Novi  Foederis,  e  bibliotheca  Aca- 
demibaUplalienfi  defcriptus, et  colfatus  a  P. F.  Aurivillio, 
Upfalift  1786,  4to. 

CODICES. USSERII* 

PACE     339.     . 

326.  Thefc  two  manufcripts  of  Ufher  have  l^ech  the 
rubjcft  of  many  conjeftures,  among  the  critics  of  the 
New  Tcftament.     Where  Ufher  procured  them  is  un- 

T'oL.  IL  E  ec  know^n, 
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known,  but  it  is  certain,  that  after  his  death,  which  bap* 
pened  March  aoth,  1656,  they  were  purchafed,  with 
his  other  manufcripts  and  printra  books,  which  amount* 
ed  together  to  ten  thoufand,  by  the  officers  and  foldiers 
of  Cromwell's  army,  who  fent  them  over  to  Ireland, 
where  they  were  depofited  in  Dublb  Caftle.    There 
they  remained  till  the  Reftoration,  when  they  were  tranf- 
ferred  to  the  libraiy  of  Trinity  College  in  Dublin,  where 
the  two  manufcripts  in  queftion,  the  Codex  Ufler.  1.  et 
a.  were  collated  by  Dodwell  for  Fell's  edition,  and  by 
Bulkeley  for  that  of  Mill.     See  Parr's  Life  of  Ulher^  p. 
8o-«i02.     Fell's  preface  to  his  edition  of  the  Greek 
Teftament,  and  Mill's  Prol.  §  1459«     Wetftein's  con- 
jeflurc  therefore,  (Prol.  p.  52.)  that  the  Cod.  Uifcr.  i. 
(now  marked  D.  20.  in  the  library  of  Trinity  College, 
Dublin,  fee  the  Cat.  MSS.  Angl.  et  Hib.  T.  II.  P.  II. 
p.  28.  N*.  414.)  is  the  fame  as  the  Cdd.  Henrici  Googe^ 
Icems  improbable,  becaufe  Walton,  in  the  Catalogue  of 
MSS.  prefixed  to  the  Variantes  Lediones  Novi  Tel^ 
tamenti  in  the .  laft  volume  of  the  London  Polyglot, 
which  was  publiOied  in  1657,  a  year  after  Ufher's  death, 
defcribea  the  Codex  Henrici  Googe,  as  being  at  that 
time  the  property  of  Dr.  Henry  Googe,  who  had  lately 
been  Fellow  of  Trinity  College  in  Cambridge.     It  is 
however  poffibfe,  that  the  collation  of  the  Codex  Googii 
had  been  made  many  years  before  the  publication  of 
the  Polyglot,  that  Ulber  bought  the  manufcript  fhortly 
before  his  death,  and  that  Walton,  ignorant  of  this 
circumftance,  defcribed  it  as   being  the  property   of 
the  fame  perfon,  as  it  was,  when  the  collation  was 
made. 

The  Codex  Uflerii  sl  is  noted  F.  1.  See  N\  416.  in 
the  page  of  the  above-quoted  Catalogue.  Before  this 
inanufcript  came  into  the  hands  of  Archbifliop  Ulhery 
it  had  belonged,  according  to  Mill,  Prol.  1 1460.  to  a 
Dr.  Goad,  (which  Wctftcin,  Prol.  p.  5a.  has  converted 
into  Dr.  Good)  for  which  Mill  quotes  the  authority  of 
Ulher,  *  uti  notavit  Uflerius.'  .Uflier  therefore  muft 
have  made  a  memorandum  to  this  purport,  in  the  be* 

ginning 
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gftitiing  of  the  book,  which  was  obferved  by  Dr.  Bu)ke« 

ley,  who  communicated   the  account  to  Mill :  fince  it 

does  not  appear  that  Ufher  has  given  any  account  of  it 

in  print.     But  there  is  another  part  of  the  hiftory  of  this 

manufcript,  which  is  not  perfedly  clear.     Mill  is  of  opi«* 

nion^  (Prol.  1460.)  that  the  manufcript  in  queftion  came 

from  the  hands  of  this  Dn  Goad  into  the  library  of 

£mmanue)  College  in  Cambridge^  and  that  it  is  the  very 

fame  as  that,  which  Walton  quotes  in  the  fixth  volume 

of  the  London  Poivglot  by  the  abbreviation  Em.    Iti 

this  opinion  he  is  followed  both  by  Wetftein,  and  our 

author.     Now,  to  prevent  miftakes,  it  is  neceflary  to 

obferve,  that   the  abbreviation   Em.  in  the  Variantes 

Lediones  Novi  Teftamenti  in  the  London  Polyglot,  does 

not  denote  the  fame  thing  in  the  Gofpels  as  in  the  Epif- 

tles.     Walton,  in  his  Catalogue  of  manulcripts  prefixed 

to  the  Variantes  Le£liones,  mentions  a  manufcript  o( 

the  Epiftles  belonging  to  Emmanuel  Library,  which  is 

ftill  preferved  there,  and  has  been  defcribed  above  by. 

our  author  under  the  title  Cant.  3.     But  Walton  very 

frequently  quotes  readings  from,  a  MS.  Em.   in  the. 

Gofpels,  and  yet  takes  no  notice  in  his  Catalogue  of 

any  other  than  that  of  the  Epiftles.  (Mill,  Prol.  ^  1460.) 

on  comparing  Walton's  extracts   from    the  MS.  £m« 

with   thofe  which  he  had  received  from  the  Uffer.  2* 

found   that   they   frequently  agreed.     He  conjeQured 

therefore  that  they  were  one  and  the  fame  manufcript^ 

and  that  the  Ufler.  a.  which  was  in  his  time,  and  is  ftill 

preferved  in  Trinity  College  in  Dublin,   had  formerly 

belonged  to  Emmanuel  College  in  Cambridge,  and  was 

the  fir  ft  part  of  a  manufcript  of  the  Greek  Teftamenti 

that  of  the  Epiftles,  which  remains  there  at  prefent,  be^ 

ing  the  fecond.     This,  which  Mill  gives  as  mere  con- 

jedure,  has  been  converted  by  Pfaff  into  matter  of  hEt. 

In  eodem  Collegio  (fc.  Emmanuelis)  extant  etiam  qua* 

tiior  evangelia  nitidiiiimo  charadere  defcripta,  fed  baud 

accurate.     Pfaff  de  var.  Nov.  Teft.  le6lionibus,  cap.  v. 

fed.  4.     But,  as  Pfaff  neither  had  nor  could  have  feen 

this  manufcript,  and  has  evidently  copied  from  Mill,  as 

&  e  e  2  appears 
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appears  From  his  ufing  the  fame  words>  it  is  clear  that 
hb  has  (lrepgthen«d  MilTs  expreflions,  fo  as  to  exceed 
the  bounds  of  truth.  Ic  is  certain,  as  I  have  found  oo 
examination,  not  only  that  no  Greek  manufcript.  of  the 
Gofpels  is  at  prefent  in  Emmanuet  Library,  but  that  no 
fuch  manufcript  ever  was  there.  No  article  of  the  kind 
is  to  be  found  in  any  catalogue  belonging  to  that  library, 
not  even  in  that  made  in  the  middle  of  the  lafl  century 
by  the  celebrated  Barnes,  who  was  many  years  Fellow 
of  that  College :  which  Catalogue  is  printed  in  thfc  Cata- 
logi  librorum  manufcriptorum  Anglian  et  Hibernis  in 
unum  col)c3L  Oxoniae  1697,  folio.  Nor  does  James, 
in  his  Ecloga  Oxonio-Cantabrigienfis,  Londini  1600, 
4to.  mention,  in  his  Catalogue  of  manufcripts  belonging 
to  Emmanuel  College,  any  one  that  contains  the  Gofpels. 
Pfaff's  aflertion  therefore,  and  Mill's  conjeftAre,  are 
wholly  ungrounded.  Still  further^  the  premifes,  on 
which  Mill  founded  his  conclufion,  are  themfeives  pre- 
carious. For  on  comparing  Walton's  extracts  from 
the  MS.  Em.  with  thofe  of  Mill  from  the  Uffer.  2.  in 
the  firft  chapter  of  St.  Matthew  alone,  I  found  not  only 
that  Walton  frequently  quotes  remarkable  readings  from 
the  MS.  Em.  where  Mill  has  none  from  the  Uflcr.  s. 
and  vice  verfa,  but  that  Mill  quotes  Bm^  as  a  various 
reading  to  h^%zi  from  the  Uffer.  2.  where  Walton  fays 
that  it  is  toialty  wanting  in  the  MS.  Cm.  It  is  probable 
therefore  that  the  MS.  Em.  and  the  Uffer.  2.  denote  two 
di(lin£t  manufcripts.  Beiides^  it  is  wholly  inconceivable, 
that  a  Greek  manufcript  of  the  Gofpels;  if  it  once  be* 
longed  to  Emmanuel  College^  fhould  ever  become  the 
property  of  Ulher ;  for  it  is  not  in  the  power  of  any  learn- 
ed Ibciecy  to  part  with  treafures  of  that  nature,  and  a  lite- 
rary theft  would  have  been  inconfiftent  wkh  the  charade; 
of  Ulher.  Since  this  note  was  written,  I  have  met  Mith 
a  book  called  the  "  Confiderator  confidered,"  by  Br. 
Walton,  D.D.  Lond.  1659,  ^^^*  In  this  book,  p.  i43* 
Walton  fays,  **  As  for  that  MS.  of  St.  Paul's  Epiftlcs 
in  Emanuel  Colledge,  though  there  was  another  MS.  in 
the  fame  Colledge,  of  the  Gofpels,  and  AQs,  whofc 

name 
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name  was  cafually  omitted  in  the  Catalogue/'  Sec.  and  a 
few  lines  further,  '^  Thofe  readings  of  that  MS.  came' to 
hand  after  the  reft  were  finifhed,  and  after  the  Catalogue 
of  the  MSS.  was  drawn  up  ready  for  the  Prefle,  whereby 
the  name  of  this  MS.  was  forgotten  to  be  inferred  in; 
the  Catalogue."  It  appears  then  that  in  Walton's,  time 
there  aClually  was  a  MS.  of  the  Gofpels  and  ASts  in. 
Emmanud  College,  (perhaps  the  property  of  one  of  the 
Fellows,  as  no  mention  is  made  of  it  in  any  catalogue, 
of  MSS.  in  the  College  library);  but  as  Walton  fays^ 
that  the  collation  was  not  fent  to  him  till  after  the  Cata*; 
logue  of  the  MSS.  (which  is  prefixed  to  the  Van  Le£l.. 
in  the  laft  volume  of  the  London  Polyglot)  was  rysady 
for  the  prefs^  the  MS.  was  probably  in  £m.  College 
after  the  death  of  Ufher,  and  therefore  not  the  fame  as 
the  Codex  Ufferii  2. 

CODICES   LAURENTIl    VALLiE. 

PAGE  339. 

327.  Laurentius  Valla,  one  of  the  moft  learned  men 
of  the  fifteenth  century,  was  born  at  Placentin  in  1407, 
and  died  at  Rome  in  1458.  As  he  has  given  no  de- 
fcription  of  the  manufcripts  which  he  collated,  nor  dif- 
tinguifhed  the  readings  of  one  manufcript  from  thofe  of 
another,  it  is  impoffible  at  prefent  to  afcertain  themj 
though  they  are  probably  ftill  preferved  in  fome  of  the 
libraries  of  Italy.  But  whether  we  difcover  them  or  not 
is  of  Utile  importance,  as  the  readings  which  he  extract- 
ed, winch  Erafmus  publifhed,  and  which  have  been  in 
fcrted  in  the  critical  editions  of  the  Greek  Teftament, 
are  generally  fuch  as  are  found  in  manufcripts  of  the  ieaft 
antiquity,  and  the  Ieaft  value.  See  Semler's  Note  89. 
10  Weiftein's  Prolegomena. 

328.  Laurentinus  Valla  has  quoted  no^ manufcript 
Matth.  v.  22.  either  for  or  againft  the  omiflion  of  cixn. 
At  Ieaft  Wetftein  has  quoted  none  from  Valla's  colledion 
of  various  readings. 


E  c  c  5  CODEX 
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CODEX    VATICANUS. 

The  mod  complete  catalogue  of  the  Vatican  manu- 
fcripts  is  that,  which  was  publiflbed  by  the  two  Aflemapi 
in  17569  in  3  vols.  foL  fiut  this  work  is  not  to  be  pro- 
cured,  as  almoft  all  the  copies  were  burnt.  Toon  after 
they  were  printed,  in  the  fire  which  confumed  a  wing 
of  the  Vatican.  Another,  though  a  much  lefs  perfed 
jsatalogue,  is  given  in  Montfaucon  Bibliotheca  biblio- 
tfaecarum,  Tom.  I.  p.  i-7ri55.  The  moft  complete 
defcription  of  the  celebrated  Codex  Vaticanus.  marked 
1209  is  given  in  Birch's  Prolegomena!  p.  13 — 24, 

PAGE  341^. 

329.  When  pur  autbor  wrote  this  fentence,  he  had 
not  fufficicnt  data  to  form  a  comparifon  between  the 
readings  of  the  Vaticanus  and  the  Aleipandrinus  in  the 
New  Teftament ;  but  Hnce  the  publication  of  ProfclTor 
Birch's  Greek  Teftament,  the  comparifon  has  been  madei 
and  the  two  manufcripts  found  to  be  as  difiercDtin  the 
New  Teftament  as  in  the  Old.     See  Note  339. 

330.  This  arrangement  is  confirmed  alfo  by  the  tefti* 
mony  of  Profeflbr  Birch,  (Prolegomena,  p.  18, 19.)  who 
thence  deduces  a  conclufion  fimilar  to  that  of  our  au- 
thor.  £3^  qu^  numeroruip  tranfpoficioide  rc£le,  ut  opi? 
iior,conjici  poterjt  epifto)am  ad  Hebraeos  primitus  locum 
obtinuiue  inter  epiftolam  ad  Gaia^as,  ec  earn  quse  ad 
Ephefios  infcribiiurf  It  may  be  alfo  obferved,  that  (be 
fuofcriptions  ^t  the  end  of  St.  Paul's  epiftles  differ  from 
thofe  which  are  foqnd  in  moft  other  Greek  MSS.  and 
which  are  afcribed  to  Euthalius.  In  Birch's  Prol  p.  17* 
they  are  printed  in  parallel  columns,  whence  it  appears 
that  the  fubfcripiion  to  the  firft  epiftle  to  the  ^orintbians, 
in  the  Cqd.  Vat.  diifers  fropi  that  pf  the  other  Greek 
manufcripts,  even  in  regard  to  thjs  place  ^here  the  Apof- 
tle  is  fiippofed  to  have  written  the  epiftle,  the  fbrffier 
having  vm  xo^tir^is;  a  tyf»fn  aro  if^^n^  tl)e  \Mfft  vfof 
xo^i»^ia(  CI  <y(ftf^  Av^  fiAtiTTr^r, 

,  fAGi 
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FACE   343. 

331.  Reliqua  hujus  epiftolac(rcil.  ad  Hebraros,  a  cip# 
ix.  14.)  pars,  una  cum  Johannis  Apocalypfi,a  manu  re* 
ccntiex  codice  fielfarionis  aliquo,  ut  iradunt,  fuppientur. 

^  Birch  Prol.  p.  16. 

332.  Liters,  non  accentus  et  fpiritus  atramento  in* 
tcrdum  obduSae  fum  cum  antiquior  fcriptura  aerate  fla* 
veTcere  inccpiflfet.  Quod  quo  tempore  (it  factum  non 
conftat,  fummam  tamen  diligentiam  et  curam  a  librarto 
adhibitam  FuiflTe,  plura  Aint  quse  demonftrant.  Birch 
Prol.  p.  15.  He  then  gives  examples,  in  which  the 
corredor  has  introduced  readings  from  other  mdnu* 
fcripta,  but  has  ftiil  preferved  the  original  texc  For 
inftance,  the  original  reading  Matth.  vii.  14.  was  on 
rnfUj  but  the  corredor  preferring  the  reading  n  n^Hy  has 
Qot  retouched  the  •  with  frefh  ink,  like  the  other  letters^ 
and  has  drawn  acrofs  it  a  fine  ftroke,  which  leaves  the 
0  ftill  vifible.  He  adds  however^  p.  16.  Pauca  obfer- 
vavi  loca  in  quibus  emendator  fcalpillo  ufus  eft,  quo 
facilius  hoc  modo  codicis  le£lionem  ad  fuum  exemplar 
conformaret,  ut  Matth.  xiv.  i8«  ubi  a  prima  manu  fu- 
erat  K^  A  6 YC  A'l'6f  HteraTlinea  transKgitur,  atque  ex 
altima  6  hneola  media  eraditur,  qua  correfiione  effecit 
ILB^0yt^(U  Out  author  therefore  is  not  accurate,  in 
defcribtng  the  later  readings,  which  have  been  introduced 
into  this  manufcript,  as  if  they  were  noted  only  in  the 
snargin. 

333-  The  Danifh  title  of  this  .  publication  is  Befkri- 

welicover  Graeflce  HandlHripter  of  det  Nye  Teftament. 

334.  This  he  has   performed  in   bis  Prolegomena, 

335*  In  the  fac  fimile  publiflied  by  Blan€hini»  are 
neither  aci^ems  nor  marks  of  afpiration,  and  Montfau* 
cot^  in  his  Bibliotheca  bibliothecarum,  Tom.  I.  p.  3. 
defcribes  it  Codex  fiibliorum  Gr^ce,  charaflere  unciali 
et  roiundoi  Jfie  accentilus^  quinti,  fextive  faccuij.  But 
Birchy  who  has  very  carefully  examined  this  manufcript» 
Cipre&ly  declares  that  it  has  both.    Accentus  et  fpiri* 

a  e  e  4  tus, 
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tus»  quorum  ultimi  antiquam  fervant  figuram  i-i,  ab 
ipfa  prima  manu  Uteris  Tunc  impofiti,  quod  Blanchinus 
arittotare  neglexiu  This  indeed  is  no  abfolute  proof 
againft  its  antiquity^  for  on  a  wall  in  the  ruins  of  Her« 
culaneum  was  found  a  verfe  of  Euripides,  written  with 
accents.  Sec  Lepitture  antichcf  d'ErcoIano,  Tom.  II. 
p.  34*  But,  though  accents  were  u&d  by  grarhmarians 
in  the  firft  century,  and  indeed  fome  time  before  the 
Birth  of  Cbrift,  yet  they  do  not  appear  to  have  been  in- 
troduced into  manufcripts  of  the  Greek  Teftament  in 
general  before  the  feventh  century.  The  moft  ancienc 
manufcripts  of. the  Greek  Teftament  in  uncial  letters, 
and  with  accents,  which  Montfaucon  has  defcribed  in  his 
Palaeographia  are  the  Claromontanus^  and  Sangerma* 
nenfis;  in  which  accents  and  fpirits  are  written  precifety 
of  the  fame  form,  as  thofe  which,  according  to  Birch, 
are  in  the  Vaticanus.  Seethe  Palasogr.  p.  si  6,  &19. 
Moreover,  they  are  only  a  fecunda  manu  in  the  Claro- 
montanusi  though  a  prima  manu  in  the  Sangermanenfis. 
I^ow  as  Birch  exprefsly  declares  that  thefe  marks  are  a 
prima  manu  in  the  Vaticanus,  we  might  conclude,  if  we 
}iad  no  other  data^  that  it  was  not  written  before  the  fe- 
venth century^  On  the  other  hand,  though  they  were 
not  in  coipmoQ  ufe  before  the  feventh  century,  they  were 
fomctimes  ufed  in  manufcripts  of  the  Greek  Teftament, 
even  in  the  fifth  century :  for  Euihalius,  who  lived  in  the 
4ifth  century,  publilhed  an  edition  of  St.  PauPs 
epiftles,  with  accents.  Sec  Wetdein's  Prolegomena^ 
P-  73- 

PAGE    344. 

336.  In  the  Cod.  Alex,  they  are  alfo  larger- if  Bian^* 
chuu  has  obferved  a  due  proportion  in  his  fac  fimile  of 
thefe  twp  raanafcripts,  in  the  plates  annexed  to  P.  I« 
p,  49a.  There  is  likewife  foQie  difference  in  the  (brma- 
tion  of  the  letters,  though  the  difference  is  not  material. 
The  abbreviations  in.  ibc  Cod.  Vat.  are  very  few,  being 
(Qnfined  to.  thofp  WiOirds  which  are  in  genera}  abbreirt* 

ai^y 
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ated  fuch  0s  dvoct  xv^w^f  ni(r»ff,  xp*«'*f5  which  are  written 
©C,  KC.  lU.  XC.  Nor  is  any  difference  obfcrved  in  the 
fizc  of  the-leticrs,  which  in  other  manufcripts  are  gene- 
raJlv  larger  at  ihe  beginning  of  a  feftion  :  but  in  the 
Cod.  Vat.  they  are  all  of  the  fame  fize,  except  at  the 
beginning  of  a  book.  See  Birch's  ProK  p.  14.  This 
is  a  proof  of  very  great  antiqitity. 

337.  As  it  appears  from  a  comparifon  of  different 
Greek  infcriptions,  that  the  Greek  charafters  during  the 
fix  firft  centuries  underwent  little  alteration,  the  refem* 
biance  between  the  letters  of  the  Cod.  Vat.  and  thofe  of 
the  pillar  of  Hippolpius  afford  no  proof,  that  the  manu^ 
fcriptwas  written  in  the  fame  century  as.  the  infcriptions 
as  our  author  juftly  obferves.  For  by  a  fimilar  argu- 
ment it  might  be  (hewn,  that  the  Cod.  Vat  was  written 
in  the  firft  century,  fince  Birch  relates,  in  his  Prol.  p.  14. 
that  its  charadters  refemble  thofe  of  the  Greek  manu- 
fcripts, which  have  been  difcovcred  in  the  ruins  of  Her- 
culaoeum.  On  the  other  hand,  thefe  circumftances 
united  afford  a  very  ftrong  prefumption,  that  it  was  not 
written  later  than  the  fixth  century. 

PAGE  345. 

338.  As  a  divifion  of  the  Greek  Teftament  into  fee- 
lions  is  attended  with  great  convenience,  and  the  ancient 
cranfcribers  in  general  adopted  for  that  piirpofe  the 
MtfaXmiob  and  titX«i  of  Eufebius,  it  is  probable  that  the 
writer  of  the  Codex  Vaticanus  would  not  have  been 
Angular  in  this  refpcft,  and  that  he  would  have  adopted 
them  likewife,  if  they  had  been  known  to  him.  The 
omiflion  of  them  therefore  in  the  Codex  Vaticanus 
though  no  proof  that  it  was  written  before  the  time  of 
£ufebius,  is  at  lead  a  prefumptive  argument  that  it  was 
written  before  the  canons  of  Eufebius  were  in  general 
ufe  in  the  country  where  the  tranfcriber  lived.  And  by 
the  fame  mode  of  reafuning,  as  was  ufed  at  the  end  of 
Note  122.  with  refpeft  to  the  Codex  Bezse,  we  may 
conclude,  that  the  Codex  Vaticanus  was  certainly  written 
before  the  clofe  of  the  fifth  century. 

339' 
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339.  Affirmare  non  dubito,  inter  omnes  qai 
extant  manurcripcosvN.  T.  codices,  vix  ullum  reperiri, 
cui  eadem  tribuenda  fit  dignitas  atque  aufioritas,  five 
codices  antiquitatem,  five  ipfam  textus  indolem  ipefiea* 
NuliusOrigeniano  textui  propius  accedit,  ei  tam  muicas 
exhibet  Le^iones  in  quibus  cum  Origene  folus  coavcnit. 
Mira  in  leftiooibus  quoque  fingiiiaribus  cernitur  con* 
venientia  cum  Codd.  Parif.  9.  6$.  Cantabrigtenfi  et 
ilia  antiqua  Verfione  Syra,  quas  fieculo  poft  C.  N.  fexto 
fub  aufpiciis  Philoxeni  fa^d,  infequemi  fa^cuio  cura  ac 
Audio  Thorns  HarclenGs  ad  grxcos  codices  corre&a  et 
perfeda  fuit« 

Birch  Prolegomena,  p.  19. 

As  the  fubjeft  here  relates  to  the  intftrnal  excellence  of 
the  Cod.  Vat.  and  the  value  of  its  readings,  it  may  not 
be  improper  to  fubjoin  a  tranflaiion  of  the  bed  critical 
defcription  which  has  been  hitherto  given  of  this  maou- 
ipript :  for  Dr.  Semler,  in  the  work  which  has  been  fre* 
quently  quoted,  has  judicioufly  avoided  an  inquiry^  for 
which  fuflScicnt  materials  had  not  at  that  time  been  coU 
le£led ;  and  our  author  himfeif  acknowledges  that«  if  he 
had  publifhed  his  Introdu£lion  two  years  later,  he  could 
have  communicated  more  information.  This  will  be 
amply  fupplied  by  the  following  account,  which  is  tf ken 
fjrom  a  German  perio4ical  publication,  the  Ailgemeine 
Literatur-Zeitung  for  i789f  Vol,  I.  p.  23/.  It  Is  the 
refult  of  a  very  accurate  comparifoa  of  the  readings  pro- 
duced  by  Birch  from  the  Codex  Vaticanus,  with  thofe 
of  fome  of  the  belt  Greek  manufcripts  collated  by 
Wetftein,  and  others.  It  difcovers  the  hand  pf  4  nsafter 
in  the  art  of  criticifm^  and  though  the  author  is  not 
known  to  the  public,  it  is  not  unworthy  of  ih^  p^n  of 
Grie(bach. 

'  The  Codex  Vaticanus  has  a  great  relcinblance  to  the 
manufcripts  noted  by  Wetftein  C.  D.  L.  1.  13.  3^  69, 
102.  apd  to  the  Latin,  Coptic,  and  Ethiopic  verfions; 
but  it  js  preferable  to  moft  of  them,  in  being  almoft  eo» 
tirely  free  from  thofe  undeniable  interpolations,  and  ar- 
bitrary corre6t}ons,  which  are  very  frequently  found  in  the 

above* 
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aboTe-mentioned  manurcripts,  efpecialiy  in  D.  i.  and  69, 
It  may  be  applied  therefore  as  a  mean  not  only  of  con* 
firming  their  genuine  readings,  but  of  detefling  and  cor?* 
reeling  thofe  tliat  are  fpurious.  It  is  written  with  great 
accuracy,  and  is  evidently  a  faithful  copy  of  the  more 
ancient  manufcript,  from  which  it  was  tranfcribed.  Pe« 
culiar  readings,  or  fuch  as  are  found  neither  in  other 
manufcripts  nor  ancient  verfions,  are  feldom  difcovered 
in  the  Codex  Vaticanus;' and  of  the  few  which  have 
been  aQually  found,  the  greateft  part  are  of  little  im- 
portance. But  in  proportion  as  the  number  of  fuch  read- 
ings  is  fmall,  the  number  of  thofe  is  great,  in  fupport  of 
which  few  only,  though  ancient  authorities,  have  been 
hitherto  produced.  But  this  manufcript  has  not  through^ 
out.the  whole  N.  T.  the  fame  uniform  text.  In  the  firft 
9nd  grcated  part  of  St.  Matthew's  Gofpel  it  follows  a  re- 
pejfifion,  which  is  different  from  that  obferved  in  the  other 
Gofpels:  for  in  that  of  St.  Matthew,  if  we  except  the 
few  laft  chapters,  it  approaches  nearer  to  the  Cod,  D. 
than  to  the  Codices  C.  and  L.  Here  it  feldom  coin- 
cides with  the  two  laft,  where  they  differ  from  the  firft, 
if  we  except  thofe  particular  cafes  where  the  Codd.  i.  33. 
have  alfo  the  fame  reading,  for  then  the  Cod.  Vaticanu9 
accedes  in  general  to  thefe  three  or  four  manufciiipts. 
On  the  other  hand,  it  has  in  this  part  of  St.  Matthew's 
Gofpel  a  great  number  of  readings  which  have  been  hi* 
iberto  diicovered  in  the  Cod.  D.  alone.  It  is  alfo  very 
nearly  allied  to  the  Cod.  l«  and  in  many  paragraphs  the 
alliance  is  fomewhat  greater  than  to  the  t^od.  D.  fo  that 
9  confiderable  number  of  (he  le^tiones  Gngulares  of  the 
Cod.  1.  are  obferved  in  the  Cod.  Vaticanus.  Next  to 
thefe  manufcripts,  it  refembfes  nqpe  in  a  greater  degree 
than  the  Cod.  33.  But  in  the  latter  part  of  St.  Matthew 
it  deviates  from  thefe^  and  accedes  very  fenfibly  to  the 
Codd.  L.  and  102.  and  this  is  continued  as  far  as  the 
middle  of  St.  Maria's  GofpeU  During  this  portion  it 
departs  widely  frpm  the  Cod.  D.  and  coincides  in  a  very 
remarkable  manner  either  with  one  or  with  both  pf  the 
Codd.  1^  9nd  lOf.  in  ledipoes  finguUr^s,  and  <:visn  in 

their 
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ilieir  very  minutire.  But  to  determine  the  degree  of  af- 
finity between  the  Cod.  Vat.  and  the  Cod.  L.  it  is  necef^ 
fary  to  compare  the  readings  of  the  former,  not  only  with 
thofe  which  Wetdein  has  given  of  the  latter,  but  with 
the  more  copious  extra£ls  in  Griefbach's  Symbolae  Cri- 
ticat.  From  the  middle  of  St.  Mark's  Gofpel  the  Cod« 
102.  is  defective;  but  the  agreement  between  the  Codd. 
Vat.  and  L.  is  ftill  continued,  and  that  in  fo  great  a  de- 
gree, that,  though  the  affinity  of  the  Cod.  L.  to  the 
Cod.  C.  is  very  great,  its  affinity  to  the  Vaticanus  is  ftill 
greater.  The  fame  analogy  is  t:ontinued  through  the 
Gofpel  of  Sc.X.uke,  where  the  Cod.  Vat.  and  L.  almoft 
univerfally  coincide.  And  as  the  Codd.  D.  and  i.  agree 
'with  the  Cod.  L.  more  frequently  in  this  Gofpel  than  in 
that  of  St.  Mark,  their  deviation  frop  the  Vaticanus  is 
of  courfe  lefs  fenfible  in  the  former,  thd«  in  the  latter. 
But  even  there  the  charaQeriftic  readings  of  the  Cod.  D. 
occur  feldom  in  the  Vatican  manufcript.  Since  there- 
fore, as  appears  from  the  preceding  comparifon,  the 
Codd.  Vat.  and  L.  were  evidently  derived  from  the  fame 
foorce,  they  may  be  reciprocally  applied  in  order  to  cor- 
real their  miftakcs,  and  to  feparate  the  drofs  from  the 
genuine  gold. 

•^With  the  Cod.  A.  the  Vatican  manufcript  feldom 
agrees,  and  in  chara6teri(ljc  readings  hardly  in  any  in- 
(lance,  if  we  except  the  omifTion  of  Luke  xxii.  43,  44. 
where  the  Vatican  deviates  from  its  ufual  track,  and 
forms  an  unnatural  coalition  with  the  Alexandrine  ma* 
nufcript ;  but  this  very  circumftance  weakens  the  autho- 
rity, to  which  it  would  be  othcrwife  entitled  in  regard  to 
this  pafTage. 

*  Laltly,  in  St.  John's  Gofpel  the  Vatican  text  is  on  the 
whole  fimilar  to  that  which  is  found  in  St.  Luke,  and  its 
agreement  with  that  of  the  Cod.  L.  ftill  great,  even  in 
leQiones  Hngulares,  though  not  wholly  fo  exa£tas  in  this 
Gofpel,  and  in  that  of  St.  Mark,  For  inftarice,  John  v.  4. 
which  relates  to  the  pool  of  Beihefda,  is  found  in  the 
Cod.  L.  but  omitted  by  the  Vat.  in  conjuoflion  with 
Welftcin's  Cod.  C.  Birch's  L^rbiiio-vaticanus   2.  and  a 

Paris 
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Paris  manufcript.  And  becaufe  the  Cod.  A.  and  D4 
agree  with  L.  more  frequently  in  St.  John  than  in  the 
other  Gorpels,  their  coincidence  with  the  Vai.  is  more 
frequent  in  the  former  than  in  the  latter.  Sometimes  it 
here  agrees  with  the  Codex  D.  alone^  at  other  times 
with  the  common  reading,  and  in  many  cafes  it  deviates 
from  both.' 

N.  B.  The  inquiry  has  been  hitherto  confined  to  the 
Gofpels,  becaufe  the  extraQs  from  the  Vatican  manu« 
fcript  in  the  A6ts  and  the  Epiftles  are  not  yet  publiflied. 

PAGE  346. 

340.  This  is  one  of  the  fentences  which  our  author 
wrote  when  he  believed  that  the  Codex  Alexandrinus, 
with  many  other  Greek  manufcripts,  had  been  corrupted 
from  the  Latin^  and  which  he  has  negledbed  to  alter  fince 
the  time  that  he  has  changed  his  fentiments. 

PAGE    347. 

341.  It  is  wholly  impoflible  that  Erafmus,  who  was 
well  acquainted  with  Greek  manufcripts,  could  imagine 
that  the  Cod.  Vat.  written  In  uncial  letters,  and  without 
intervals  was  the  produce  of  the  fifteenth  century.  In 
a  letter  to  Stunica,  in  which  he  quotes  it  for  the  omif- 
fion  of  1  John  v.  7.  he  calls  it  Codex  Vetuftiffimus*  See 
Wetftein's  Prol.  p.  25.  That  he  fpake  of  it  at  other 
times  in  lefs  favourable  and  even,  in  dubious  terms,  is  bv 
no  means  extraordinary,  when  we  recoiled  the  perfecu- 
tion,  which  he  underwent  in  confequenceof  theomiflion 
of  that  verfe  in  his  two  firft  editions  of  the  Greek  Tefta- 
tnent.  See  Note  3.  to  fefl.  3.  of  this  chapter,  where  an 
attempt  is  made  to  reconcile  the  contradiQions,  of  whicli 
our  author  complains. 

342.  Thefe  extracts  were  copied  by  Woide  ;  and  his 
copy  is  probably  at  prcfent  in  Oxford,  as  the  Syn- 
dics of  the  Univerfity  Prefs  purchafed  all  Woide's  pa- 
pers. The  original  of  thefe  exti'aftsis  now  in  Trinity 
College  Library. 

343.  That  they  not  only  can,  but  aQually  doy  vary 

from 
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from  each  other  in  a  very  great  degree,  appears  from  the 
defcription  given  in  Note  339. 

PAGE  348. 

344.  This  reprefentation  is  not  perfeftly  exa£t :  for 
Bentley  did  not  abfolutely  refufe  to  comnnunicate  his  cit« 
trads  to  Wetftein,  who  relates.  Pro),  p.  24,  that  the 
reafon  why  he  could  not  procure  them,  was  Bentley's 
abfence  from  Cambridge,  during  the  fliort  ftay  chat  he 
made  at  that  time  in  England.  It  does  not  appear  therf 
that  a  pique  ^gainft  Bentley  was  the  caufe  of  Wetftcin's 
unfavourable  opinion  of  the  Codex  Vaticanus.  The  true 
reafon  was  the  imperfeftion  and  inaccuracy  of  thofe  ex- 
trads^  which  alone  Wetftein  had  feen,  though  he  con* 
eluded  top  baftily  that  a  more  complete  collation  would 
confirm  the  opinion,  which  the  incomplete  extraQs  per<^ 
haps  warranted.  But  this  is  a  fubieB  on  which  the  public 
has  been  unable  to  form  a  judfgement  before  the  year 
1788,  when  Birch's  edition  of  the  four  Gofpels  was 
printed. 

345.  Tom.  I.  p.  529.  ed.  Boerner.  Our  author  means 
the  Paris  edition  of  1723. 

346.  But  the  alterations  which  have  been  occafionally 
made  by  a  later  hand  leave  the  ancient  reading  diftin8ly 
vifible.    See  Birch*s  Prolegomena,  p.  15. 

PAGE  349. 

347*  I  have  collated  in  feveral  chapters  of  St.  Mat- 
thew all  ihe  extracts  which  Birch  has  given  from  this 
manufcript  alone^  with  the  text  of  the  Complutenfian 
edition,  and  have  found  the  difference  to  be  fuch  as  to 
warrant  the  conclufion,  that  it  was  not  ufed  by  the 
editors  of  that  edition.  Not  to  take  up  too  much 
room,  I  will  fubjoin  only  the  collation  of  the  three 
firft  chapters,  in  which  I  omit  thofe  various  readings, 
which  confift  only  in  a  variation  of  orthography  in 
proper  names. 
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Cod«  Vaticanus  1209.  folui*       Editio  ComplutenGs. 


—  ymf  abcft 

aj.  3ioc   -     .     • 
24.  lyt^OfK     -    - 

TOToico*  abeft  3 
.  Ch.  ii.  8.  f0f rar«Tf  ««- 

auriNp  adelt    9 
15.  uv'OKVfia  •    • 

21.  fionAtf*     •      * 

22.T«V«T(0fav'> 

Cb.  iii.  2.  Niu  abcft  -     • 

3.  ttm      -     •     - 

4.  t)i«^  «»  nvra  « 
7*  avra  abeft     • 

10.  Ml  pri  us  abeft 

1 2.  AvoSuKiiir  avta 

14.  iMAtMc  abeft  - 

— •  «wr^»  abeft  -  - 

—  wwwfAM  ^f  a  •  • 

—  aAiuUimuin) 
abeft     -    -j 


•«^a  X^'f"** 
y«(  adeft. 

Inyi^tiir. 

IMC  OV  f Tf Mi. 

auTD(  Toir  v^»roToxo»  adeft. 


(K  Tuv  ;^«f  Ay  ftvrw  abeft. 
iixOf>« 

aai  adeft. 

Tf Ofll  aVTH  lit. 

aurs  adeft. 
a«i  prius  adeft. 

i«iffir»iif  adeft. 

avry  adeft. 

VlrfV/*a  TV  ^f«. 

a«i  ultimum  adeft. 


The  preceding  comparifon  affords  an  abfolute  demon- 
ftrauon  that  the  Codex  Vaticanus  1209.  was  not  once 
CODfuked  in  this  part  of  the  Greeic  Teftament  by  the 
Complutenfian  editors,  for  I  have  omitted  not  a  fingle 
reading  that  is  peculiar  to  |his  manufcript,  yet  nqt  one 

4  of 


820  KOTES    TO   CHAP.    Vllf.    SECT.   VI. 

oF  them  is  found  in  the  Complutenflafi  edition.  Now  as 
this  manufcript  is  of  the  htgheft  antiquity,  and  of  the 
greateft  authority,  it  is  incredible^  if  the  Complutenfian 
editors  had  it  really  in  their  hands,  that  they  (bould  have 
totally  negle3ed  it  in  three  whole  chapters  imoaediately 
following  each  other ;  and  we  have  reafon  to  conclude, 
that  if  Vatican  manufcripts  were  fent  to  them,  this  was 
not  in  the  -number.  To  obviate  the  objedion  which 
might  be  made  on  the  fuppofnion  that  the  Codex  Vati* 
canus  1209.  niight  have  arrived  after  a  part  of  the 
Greek  Teflament  was  already  printed,  I  have  collated 
the  laft  chapter  of  St.  John  ;  but  there  the  difference  is 
fliU  greater  than  at  the  beginning,  for  in  that  chapter 
ialone  Birch  has  quoted  not  lefs  than  twenty*eight  read- 
ngs  from  this  manufcript,  yei  not  one  of  them  is  to  be 
difcovered  in  the  Compluten(kn  edition. 

PAGE  350. 

348.  Since  the  publication  of  this  Introduftion,  Bent- 
ley's  extrafls,  as  far  as  relates  to  the  Gofpels  of  St.  Luke 
and  St.  John,  have  been  inferted  in  Birch's  edition  of 
the  four  Gofpels,  Woide  having  fent  a  copy  for  that  pur- 
pofe  to  Copenhagen.  See  Birch's  Prol.  p.  24.  See 
alfo  Note  342. 

PAc«35i.  . 

349.  As  the  drfk  volume  of  this  valuable  work  is  now 
publiThed,  it  is  neceflary  to  fupply  what  our  author  was 
unable  to  communicate,  and  to  give  at  leaft  a  catalogue 
of  thofe  Vatican  manufcripts,  which  Profefror  Birch  has 
collated,  and  defcribed  in  his  Prolegomena  to  Vol.  I.  p.  3 
— 33.  For  more  ample  information  recourfe  muft  be  had 
to  the  work  itfelf ;  for  a  tranfcrtpc  of  the  whole  would  not 
only  be  too  voluminous^  but  unneceflary,  as  the  original 
is  acceflible  to  every  reader.  But  as  our  author  gives  in 
this  chapter  a  catalogue  of  all  the  manufcripts  which  had 
be^n  at  that  time  collated,  it  is  not  improper  to  enuoie* 
rate  thofe,  which  have  been  made  known  within  the  lafi 
three  years,  in  order  that  the  whole  number  of  collated 

manufcripts 
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manurcripis  may  be  «xa£lly  a  fcer rained.  For  the  above- 
mentioned  reafon  I  h^ve  not  diQinguifhed  ihofe,  which 
PiokffoT  Birch  has  coippletely  collated,  from  thofe  which 
he  has  curforily  infpededj  or  only  examined  for  parti* 
cular  paflfages :  this  information  can  inicreft  thofe  only 
who  examine  the  readings  which  he  quotes,  and  this  im« 
plies  the  poHellion  of  the  book  itfelf.  He  divides  them 
into  four  ciafles.  i.  Cod.  Vaticani.  2*  Palatino-Vati- 
cani.  3.  Alexandrino-Vaticani.  4.  Urbino-Vaticani. 
He  has  arranged  them  in  his  Prolegomena,  and  aifo 
quoted  them  among  the  various  readings,  according  to 
the  numbers  which  are  affixed  to  them  in  the  Vatican. 
The  cyphers,  which  are  prefixed  to  them  in  the  following 
lift,  ferve  only  to  number  them,  and  have  no  reference 
to  the  work  itfelf.  The  two  which  our  author  has  de« 
fcribed  I  have  not  numbered. 


CODICES    VATICANI. 

1.  Codex  Vaiicanus  349.  membranaceus,  faeculi  xi. 
vef  XII.  continet  quatuor  £vang^lia« 

2.  Cod.  Vaticanus  351.  membranaceus  fasculo  x. 
vel  XI.  charadere  unciali  cxaratus  comple&itur  le&iones 
£vangeHorum. 

3.  Cod.  Vaticanus  354.  membranaceus  quatuor  con- 
tinet Evangelia  Uteris  uticialibus  fcripta. 

4.  Cod.  Vaiicanus  356.  membranaceus  faeculo  xi.  ut 
conjicio  exaratus  quatuor  comple6itur  Evangelia. 

5.  Cod.  Vaticanus  358.  .membranaceus  faeculo,  ut 
conjicio  xii.  exaratus,  continet  iv.  Evangelia  cum  fcho^ 
liis  variorum  in  margine. 

6.  Cod.  Vaticanus  359.  cbartaceus  Graeco-iatinus, 
quatuor  comple6titur  Evangelia. 

7.  Cod.  Vaticanus  360.  membranaceus  faeculi  xi.  in- 
tegrum N.  T.  compleditur  praetcr  Apocalypfin* 

8.  Cod.  Vaticanus  361.  membranaceus  fasculo,  ut  vt- 
decur,  xi.  exaratus  compleflitur  quatuor  Evangelia., 

9.  Cod.   Vaticanus  363.  membranaceus '  ffeculo,  ut 
Vol.  II^  F  f  f  opinor^ 
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opinor,  xi.  exaratus,  continet  quatuor  Evangelia,  AStk 
Apoftolofum,  epiftolas  catholicas  et  Pauli. 

10.  Cod.  Vaiicanus  364.  faeculo,  ut  arbitror,  xi.  in 
membranis  fcriptus  habet  quatuor  Evangelia. 

11.  Cod.  Vaiicanus  365.  metnbranaceus  faecult,  ut 
conjicio,  xi.  continet  quatuor  Evangelia, 

12.  Cod.  Vaiicanus  665.  teculo  xin.  in  chartabom- 
bycina  fcriptus  comple8itur  Matthaei  et  Marci  Evangelia 
cum  Euthymti  cotninentario. 

.  13,  Cod.  Vaticanus  756.  membranaccus  continet  iv. 
Evangelia  cum  comroentariis  Patrum  in  margine.  Scrip- 
tus  videtur  facculo  xi.  vel  xiu 

14.  Cod.  Vaticanus  757.  membranaceus  continet  qua- 
tuor, Evangelia  cum  commemariis  Origenis,  Gregorii 
Thaumaturgi,  Apollinarii,  Cyrilli,  et  aliorum. 

15.  Cod.  Vaticanus  758.  membranaceus  faabet  Evan- 
gelia Lucas  et  Johannis,  cum  Patrum  variowm  commen- 
(ariis. 

^6.  Cod.  Vaticanus  1067.  membranaceus  charaftere 
unciali  facculo,  ut  opinor  xi.  exaratus  continet  le£Uones 
E^ang^liorum  ufui  ecclefiaftico  diftributorum. 

17*  Cod.  Vaticanus  1158.  membranaceus  f^ciilo,  ut 
conjicio  xi.  eleganter  exaratus,  a  Cypri  regifia  Inno- 
ccmio  VII.  R,  P.  done  cblatus  eomple8itur  quatuor 
Evangelia. 

18.  Cod.  Vaticanus  1 160.  in  metnbranis  fsBCtjIo,  ut 
arbitror,  xi.  exaratus,  integrum  N.  T.  contioet. 

Cod.  Vaticanus  i2og.  Veterii  Novique  Teftamenti. 
Vid.  fupra,  N*.  253. 

19.  Cod.  Vaticanus  laio.  membranaceus  TaKulo,  fi 
rede  colligo,  xi.  fcriptus  integrum  N.  T.  complcditur, 
excepta  Apocalypfi',  adjedo.  Davidis  Pfalierio. 

so.  Cod.  Vaticanus  1229.  membranaceus  fcBCulo,  ut 
videtur,  xi.  exaratus  continet  quatuor  Evangelia,  cum 
Patrum  commentariis  in  margine, 

'21.  Cod.  Vaticanus  1254.  membranaceus  Pa^culi  xi. 
•compleditur  quatuor  Evangelia. 

22.  Cod.  Vaticanus  1548.  membranaceus  continet 
Evangelia  Lucie  et  Johannis. 

CODICES 
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CODICES    PALATINO.VATICANI. 
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23.  Cod,.  Palatino-Vaticanus  5.  membranaceus  fasr 
culo  ut  videtur  xii.  cxaratus  continet  Evangelia  Mattbaei 
ei  Marci,  cum  Patrum  coniipentariis  in  margine. 

24..  Cod.  Palatino-Vaticanus  89.  membranaceus  fte- 
culo,  uc  conjicio,  xi.  exaratus  quaiuor  Evangelia  comr 
pkditur  cum  menologio. 

25  Cod.  Palatine- Vaticafnus  136.  membranaceus  fae* 
culi  XI.  vel  XII.  quacuor  continet  Evangelia. 

Codex  Palatino  Vaiicanus  171.  membranaceus  inte- 
grum N.  T.  compleditur.     Vid.  fupra,  N*.  255. 

a6.  Cod.  Paiatino-Vacicanus  1 89.  membranaceus  fae- 
culo  undecimo  exaratus  quatuor  continet  Evangelio. 

27.  Cod.  Palatino- Vaiicanus  189.  membranaceus  fae- 
culiy  ut  videtur  xi.  quatuor  continet  Elvangelia,  cum 
icholiis  Patrum  in  margine. 

aS*  Co(t  PalatiQo-Vaticanus  227.  membranaceus,  ec 
fsecuio,  ut  videtur  xi.  exaratus,  continet  quatuor  Evan- 
gelia. 

29.  Cod.  Palatino- Vaticanus  229.  in  charta  boalby- 
cina  (jbculo,  ut  puto,  xii.  exaratus,  comple3itur  qusH 
tuor  Evangelia. 


CODICES    ALEXANDRINO.VATICANI.   , 

30.  Cod.  Alexandrino- Vaticanus  28.  in  charta  boioi- 
bycina  (criptus  non  ultra  faeculum  xiii.  aflurgore  videtur: 
continet  quatuor  Evangelia  cum  comosentariis  Theo* 
phyladi. 

.31.  Cod.  Aiexandilno-Vaticanus  79.  membranaceus 
faeculo,  ut  conjicio,  undecimo  exaratus,  compkdiiur 
^acuor  Evangelia. 

32.  Codex  Alexandrino- Vaticanus  189.  membrana- 
ceus corapledicur  quaiuor  Evangelia. 


Fffs  CODICES 
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CODICES  URBINO-VATICANI. 

33«  Codex  Urbino-Vatkanus  2.  membranaceus  qua* 
tubr  cooiplefliiur  Evangelia :  nitide  et  eleganter  exaratus 
eft.  Scriptus  videcur  in  ufus  Johannis  II.  Imperaloris 
Orientis,  qui  Alexio  anno  1 1 18*  in  imperio  fucceflit. 

34.  CodcxUrbino-Vaticanus  53.  fcriptuseft  in  mem* 
branis  charaflere  unciali  faeculi  xi.  et  quatuor  Evangelia 
compleQitur. 

The  dercription  oF  the  manurcripts,  containing  the 
A6lS|  Epiftles,  and  Revelationy  is  not  yet  publiflied. 

CODICES    VELESIANI. 

PACE  352. 

35(X  We  may  rather  conclude,  from  the  examples 
produced  by  our  author,  that  Velez  ufed  Latin  mtnu- 
fcripts,  and  tranflated  the  readings  which  he  quoted  from 
them  into  Greek. 

PACE  354. 

351.  Though  our  author  has  here  endeavoured  to 
confute  the  opinion  of  Wetftein,  and  to  (hew  thai  the 
lediones  Velefianse  are  not  Greek  tranflations  of  Latin 
readings,  but  that  they  were  adually  derived  from  Ore* 
cian  fources,  yet  whoever  impartially  weighs  what  Wet- 
ficto  bat  faid  on  this  fubjed  in  his  Prol.  p.  59'r-6i.  will 
be  more  inclined  to  favour  his  fentiments,  than  thofe  of 
cmr  author.  The.few  examples^  which  h^ve  been  given 
by  the  latter  to  (hew  that  the  LeAiones  VeleGanse  differ 
fometimes  both  from  the  Vulgate  and  the  Latin  manu- 
fcripts  pubii(hed  by  Blanchini,  are  more  than  coiudier* 
balanced  by  the  numerous  and. undeniable  inftances  pro^ 
duced  by  WetQein  of  tranflations  From  the  Latin.  For 
the  circumftance,  that  a  few  of  thefe  readings  are. to  be 
found  in  no  Latin  manufcript  hitherto  collatcdi  is  of  little 
confequence  in  deciding  the  queftion;  fince  thecollaiioD 
has  been  confined  to  a  very  inconfiderable  number,  and 
Hot  one  has  been  either  publi(hed  or  examined  among 

thofe 
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diofe  which  are  preferved  in  the  libraries  of  Spain,  where 
Velez  refided,  •  in  which  it  is  not  impoffiblc  thaft  ihofe 
Ie6Uonea  Velefiaoas  might  bedifcovered,  which  are  fought 
in  vain  in  the  roanufcriptsof  Sabaderand  Blanchini.  Be- 
fides,  Velez  himfelf  has  no  where  declared  that  they  were 
laken  from  Greek  manufcripts,  which  is  a  mere  conjec- 
ture of  Mariana:  Velez  has  obferved a  profound  filence 
on  the  fubjedy  and  this  very  filence  is  an  argument  in 
favour  of  Wetftein,  for  as  the  intention  of  the  SpaniOi 
crittp  was  evidently  to  fupport  the  readings  of  the  Latin, 
he  would  hardly  have  negleded  to  note  in  the  copy  of 
the  Greek  Teftament,  in  which  he  wrote  them,  that  they 
were  taken  from   Greek  originals.     Bengel  conlidered 
tbefe  readings  as  of  no  value,  and  Michaelis,  the  father 
of  our  author,  fays  in  his  Tra6iaik>  critica,  p.  97.  in  Ve- 
lefianis  tranfparere  Vulgatam,  ita  (juidem  ut  in  plerif* 
que  fe  prodat  inconfultum  et  adfedatum  Velefianorom 
librariorum  in  conformandis  Latinac  verfiont  Grascis  ftu* 
dijiiro.  'And  Griefbach,  in  the  preface  to  his  Gr.  Teft.  p. 
30.  fayS|  LeSiones  Velefianse,  e  latinis  cddicibus  coU 
ledact  et  graecis  vocabulis  expreOae.    Our  author  there- 
fore has  augmented  his  caulbgue  of  Greek  manufcripts 
by  the' addition  of  fixteen,  which  probably  never  exifted* 

CODICES   VENETIAN^ 

The  manufcripts  preferved  in  the  different  libraries  in 
Venice  are  enumerated  in  Montfaucon  Bibliotbeca  bi- 
bliothecarum,  Tom.  I.  p.  467 — ^483. 

Profeffor  Birch  in  his  Prolegomena,  p.  55, 56.  has  de- 
fcribed  th%  following  manufcripts  preferved  in  the  library 
of  St.  Mark  in  Venice.  He  has  not  completely  collated 
Iheai,  but  examined  them  only  in  lele3;  palTagei. 
.  1.  Codex  ^.  f«culo  j^y.  Beflarionis  juffu  exaratus, 
meiDbraoaceus,  Vet.  et  Nov.  Teftamentain  coipplec- 
litun 

s.  Codex  6.  partim  in  ineinbranis,  partim  in  charta 
fcriptus  eft,  fseculi  xv.  continet^ue  Vet,  ef  Nov.  Teft  a- 
pacmam. 

jr  f  f  3  3.  Codex 
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3*  Codex  8.  mcDibranaieus,  faeciili  circitef  x.  habet 
quaiuor  Evangelia* 

.  4.  Codex  9.  membranaceus  frculi  ut  videtii^  xjj  qua*^ 
tuof  Evangelia  compleflitiir. 

5*  Codex  lo.  membranaceus,  feculi  xv«  iniegrum 
N.  T.  complefiitur.  Primo  loco  ponuntor  A&a  Apof- 
tdorimi,  ec  Epiftolac  omnes,  I'equunlur  Evangelia^  qui- 
bus  Apocalypfis  a  diverfa  roanu  fcripta  fubjangitur. 

6h  Codex  27.  membranacbu^  faBCuli  x.  quatuor  £vai)- 
gelia  compleditut  cum  patrum  comiheDtarKs  rn  margiiie, 

7«  Codex  539.  membranaceusi  fsBCuli  xii.  Quatuor 
Evangelia.contiiiec  graece  et  arabice. 

8.  Codex  540.  membranaceus>  faeculo  xii.^  cxaratus, 
compieftitur  quatiiot  Evangeiia. 

9.  Codex  542.  meinbranaceus,  faeculi  xi.  babet  qua- 
tuor Evangelia, 

.   io«  Codex  543.  chartaceus,  faBCuli  xivw  quaiuor  Evan- 
gelia,  compleditur  cum  fyrtaxario. 

II.  Codex  544.  membranaceiisi  fascult  xL  conunet 
quatuor  Evaagelia  cutn  coromentariis  Patrum. 

CODICES.  VINDOBONENSES. 

PAGE    354. 

A  very  full  account  of  the  manurcripts  preferved  in 
the  imperial  Jibrary  at  Viisnha  is  given  in  cne  following 
workj  P.  Lambecii  Commentariorum  de  auguftiffik&a 
bibliotheca  Cxfarea  Vindobonenfi  libri  oQo.  Vindo^ 
bons,  1665 — 167^.  8  torn  folio«  A  neW;aod  improved 
ediiion  of  it  was  publifhed  by  Kollar  in  1766 — 1782, 
likewife  at  Vienna. 

352.  Our  author  defcribes  this  M$.  by  the  Mme  of 
Vindobonenfis  3.  but  for  what  reafon  I  know  not,  a$  no 
number  is  affixed  to  it,  either  by  Mill  or  WetAetn.  Now 
as  the  Vienna  MSS.  areAifualiy  quoted  by  the  numbers 
affixed  to  them  in  the  Commentaries  of  Lambecius, 
where  thif  manufcript  is  noted  Codex  2.  dnd  delbribed 
Lib,  IIL  p.  2 — 1:5.  I  have  uken  the  liberty  to  alter  our 
author's  notation  to  Vinclobonenfis  d.     BefideS|  tbe  ma- 

nufcripc 
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nuFcript   in  queftion  is  quoted  by  Alter  as  the  Codex 
Lambecii  2. 

35.1*  Our  author  Jhoiild  rather  have  faid^  how  did 
Lambecius  know  this,  for  Wetftein  only  quotes  the 
words  of  Lambecius.  Compare  Weiflein's  Proleg.  p« 
41.  with  Lambecii  Commentarii  de  bibliotheca  Caejarea 
Vindobonenfis,  Lib.  III.  p.  15.  Now  Lambecius  was 
certainly  able  to  determine^  whether  thefe  points  were  a 
prima  manu,  or  nqt. 

N.  B.  Whenever  I  quote  the  Commentaries  of  Lam- 
becius, I  mean  the  original  edition  of  1665 — ^6jq. 

354.  The  German  title  of  this  work  is  Michaelis 
Erklarung  der  Begrabnifs-und  Auferftehungs-Gefchithie 
nach  den  vier  Evangliften.  Halle  1783.  In  the  place 
to  which  he  refers^  he  defer ibes  two  difi^r^nt  towns  of 
the  naaic  of  Emmaus,  thet>ne  fixty,  the  other  an  htin- 
dred  and  fixty  ftadia  from  Jerufalem,  and  fhews  that  St. 
Luke  meant  the  Formrr. 

355*  Our  author  acknowledges  then  thatf««T0»  i^iixoy7«p 
is  not  the  genuine  xeading,  and  yet  cenfures  thofe  who 
are  of  the  fame  opinion, 

356.  The  fac  limile  is  in  the  fecond  plate  annexed  to 
p.  492.  But  Trefchow  in  his  Tentamen,  p.  124.  fays, 
Speciminacharaderis  Graeci  nobis  exhibent  Lambecius^ 
Montefalconiusy  et  Blanchinus,  duo  polleriores  vero  pa- 
ruoi  accurate.  See  therefore  the  fac  fimile  given  by 
Lambecius,  Lib.  IIL  p.  14.  The  fac  fimile,  which  is 
given  by  Moutfaucou,  is  p.  194,  of  the  Palacographia 
Craeca. 

357.  The  readings  of  this  fragment  are  given  in  Al- 
icr's  Greek  Teftament,  Vol,  L  p.  999 — looi. 

PAGE    355. 

358.  The  defcription  which  Wetftein  gives  of  this 
niaiiufcript is  as  follows;  Cuntulit cum cditis  Gerhardus 
a  Mallricht,1yndicus  Bremenfis,  ad  Imperatoram  legatu^ 
A"".  1690,  unde  apographum  nadvis  Millius  appendici 
fus  inleruit  fub  tiiulo  Viennenfis,  in  editione  verO  Wet- 
fieniaoa  1711  vocatur  Ca:fareus«  Pofiea  G.  a  Maftricht 

F  f  f  4  accuratioreoi 
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accuratiorena  hujus  Codicis  collationem  cotninunicavit 
cum  H.  WetQenio,  qui  earn  margin!  editionis  fuae  ad* 
fcripflt,  undeet  multos  typographi  in  exprimendis  hujus 
codicis  ieiftionibus  errores  correxi,  et  non  paucas  in  edi- 
tionc  vel  ftudio  vel  incuria  omiflas  varias  leQiones  de« 
fcripfi.     Wetftcnii  Prol.  p.  54. 

359.  At  prefent  we  have  very  complete  extra&s  from 
his  MS.  in  Alter's  Greek  Teftamcnt,  Vol.  I.  p.  375 — 
4 13.  and  Vol.  IL  p.  631 — 688. 

360.  £xtra8s  From  this  MS.  have  been  alfo  given  by 
AUea,  Vol.  I.  p.  323—374. 

PAQE  356. 

361.  From  the  Codex  l^mbecii  i.  or,  which  is  the 
fame,  the  Codex  Neflfelii  23.  Profeflbr  Alter  has  printed 
his  Greek  Teftament  which *was  publiihed  at  Vienna  in 
two  Vols.  8vo.  in  1786  and  1787.  He  has  nowhere 
departed  from  the  text  of  this  manufcript,  except  where 
it  had  maniFeft  errata,  which  he  has  corrected  from  the 
text  of  Stephens's  edition  of  1546,  but  he  has  noted  tbefe 
errata  at  the  end  oFeach  volume,  as  he  fays  p.  6.  of  his 
preface,  ut  codicem  Vindobonenfem,  uti  eft|  leCtoribus 
integrum  exhiberem.  BeGde  the  chafm,  Rev.  xx.  7.  to 
the  end,  which  our  author  has  noted  from  Wetftein,  it 
appears  from  Alter's  preface,  p.  4,  5.  that  there  are  like* 
wife  the  three  following  chafms  in  the  back  of  Revela- 
tion, ch.  xiii.  5 — xiv.  8.  xv,  7.-^xvii.  a.  xviii.  10. — 
xix.  15.  Alter  has  fupplied  thele  cbafma from  the  Codes 
Neflelii  302.  Some  extra6ls  from  this  MS.  arc  given 
by  Birch,  who  fays  p.  58.  of  his  Prolegomenai  Hunc 
codicem  iis  in  locisexaminavimus,  ubi  a  lextu  recepto 
libri  manufcripti  variare  folent. 

362.  Wetftein  neither  has  nor  could  fiave  quoted  this 
manufcripc  Matth.  vi.  13.  for  he  has  given  no  extrafis 
from  it  in  the  Gofpels.  He  has  noted  it  only  in  the  cata- 
logue of  manufcripts  prefixed  to  St.  Paul's  epiftles,  but 
even  here  I  have  never  found  a  quotation  from  it,  not 
even  Rom.  xiv.  23.  where  he  quotes  not  iefs  than  forty- 
feven  manufcripts  111  fupport  of  a  very  remarkable  read- 

ing 
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ing  which  is  likewife  conBrmed,  as  appears  from  Alter's 
edition,  by  the  Codex  Lambecii  i.  the  manurcript  in 
queftion.        * 

363.  The  Codex  Lambecii  i.  does  not  omit  this .paf- 
fagc  at  the  end  of  both  chapters.  See  Alter's  Greek 
Teflament,  Vol.  II.  p.  132.  where  it  appears  that  the 
palTage  is  at  the  end  of  ch.  xiv.  Our  author  in  writing 
this  note  mud  have  forgotten  an  error,  which  he  himfelf 
had  correded  in  the  place  to  which  he  refers.  See  Note 
1$.  to  ch.  vi.fcft,  10. 

364.  Our  author  in  his  Orient.  Bib.  Vol.  VI.  p.  19. 
obferves,  that  the  examples  which  Trefchow  has  pro- 
duced from  this  manufcript,  were  not  fufiicient  to  Qiew 
that  this  manufcript  had  been  altered  from  the  Latin. 
But  Trefchow  himfelffays  only  (Tenlamen,  p,  60.)  Qui- 
bufdam  in  locis  hunc  codicem  a  verfione  Latin&  inter* 
polatum  fuifle  fufpicor ;  and  adds  in  the  following  page, 
Nee  tamen  praetereundum  eOe  cenfeo  codicem  noftrum 
aliis  in  locis  a  verfione  latina  valde  difcrepare. 

PAGE    357. 

365.  Here  is  only  an  ex  trad  from  Trefchow's  Ten  ta- 
men defcriptionis  codicum  Vindobonenfium,  bat  the 
reader  will  find  a  more  complete  defcription  in  the  work 
itfelf,  p.  6a — 73.  This  manufcript  is  defcribed  alfo  in 
Lambecii  Commentarii,  Lib.  III.  p.  48—57.    Extrads 

.frDin  this  manufcript  are  given  in  A  Iter's  Greek  Tefta- 
ment,  Vol.  II.  p.  415 — 558. 

366.  The  Codex  Lambecii  35.  is  defcribed  in  Tre* 
(chow-s  Tentamen,  p.  73 — 76.  and  complete  extracts  are 
given  from  it  in  Alter's  Greek  Teft, Vol.  I L  p.  74 1-— 788. 

367.  The  Codex  Lambecii  36.  is  defcribed  in  Tre* 
fcbow's  Tentaroen,  p«  76-— 79.  and  Lambecii  Commen- 
tarii, Lib.  III.  p.  58.  Complete  extracts  are  given  from 
it  in  Alter's  GreekTettament,  Vol.  II.  p.  789 — 853. 

368.  The  Codex  Lambecii  37.  is  defcribed  in  Tre* 
fchow's  Tentamen,  p.  79.  and  Lambecii  Commentarii^ 
Lib.  III.  p.  58.  Complete  extr  (6ts  are  given  from  it 
in  Alter's  Greek  Teflament^  Vol.  II.  p.  689-— 740. 

4  369.  To 
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369.  To  the  Codices  Vindoboneafes  enumerated  by 
our  author,  may  be  added  the  following^  which  have  been 
very  accurately  collated  by  Alter,  and  of  which  the  ex- 
trads  may  be  found  in  the  parts  of  his  Gieek  Teit  to 
which  reference  will  be  made.  I  omit  thofe  which  liave 
been  already  mentioned,  as  well  in  fhe  notes  immediately 
preceding,  as  alFo  in  the  Notes  165.  234. 

1.  Codex  Lambecii  33.  Ncffclii  337.  a  manufcript  of 
the  four  Gofpels  written  in  fmall  letters  in  the  14th  cen- 
tury, Vol.  I.  p.  414 — 464. 

2.  Codex  in  Kollarii  fupplementis  9.  in  I^prlofiae  Auc- 
tario  31*  a  manuTcript  of  the  four  Gofpels  written  in 
1 191,  Vol.  I.  p,  528—635,   See  Trefchow's  Tentamcn, 

p.  90. 

-3.  Codex  in  Kollarii  fupplementis  i6.  in  Forloflae 
Audario  6.  a  manufcript  containing  the  four  Gofpels, 
and  not  written  before  the  tenth  century,  though  aitciled 
by  three  Italian  Archbifhops  to  ha\c  been  written  thirty 
years  after  Chrift'safcenfion,  Vol.  I.  p.  636 — ^^703.  Sec 
Trefchow's  Tentamen,  p.  41 — 48.  108 — 123.  Tref- 
chow  calls  this  manufcript  Codex  Carolinus,  becaufe  it 
was  formerly  in  the  private  library  of  Charles  VI. 

4.  Codex  Lambecii  30.  Neifelii  240.  a  manufcript 
of  the  four  Gofpels,  fuppofed  to  have  been  written  in  (he 
11  ih  century,  and  brought  by  Bufbeek  from  Confianti- 
iiople.  Vol.  I.  p.  807—880.  See  Trefchow's  Tenfamen, 
p.  3at-^-'34.  and  Lambecii  Commeniarii.  Lib.  III.  p.  47. 

5.  Coucx  Lambecii  31.  Neflelii  188.  a  manufcript 
of  the  four  Gofpels.  Vol.  I.  p.  881 — 998.  Trefchow, 
in  his  Tentamen,  p*34 — 41.  has  given  an  accurate  dcfcrip- 
tion  of  this  manufcript,  from  which  it  appears  to  l^  of 
very  great  importance.  It  agrees  with  the  Cud.  Cant,  in 
not  lefs  than  80  unufual  readings,  with  the  Cod.  Ephrem 
in  upwards  of  35.  with  the  Stephani  n  in  50.  with  the 
God.  Reuchlini  in  upwards  of  50.  and  has  feveral  which 
are  found  in  that  manufcript  alone,  with  the  Cod*  Re- 
gius 2244.  ^n  60  unufual  readings,  and  with  the  Cod. 
Colb.  2844.  in  22* 

6.  Codex 
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6.  Codex  Ldmbecii  15.  Nefleiii  5.  a  Tragment  of  an 
Evangeliftai'ium,  confiding  only  oE  fix  leaves.  Vol.  I. 
p.  1002 — 1067.  It  muft  be  obferved,  that  the  Ck)dex 
Larabecif  15.  i9  not  the  manuTcript  that  is  thus  number- 
ed in  the  third  book  of  the  Commentaries  of  Lambtcius 
where  the  Codices  Theologici  are  enumerated,  for  there 
Cod.  15.  is  a  commeniary  on  feveral  parts  of  the  Old 
Tcftaroedt;  but  it  is  a  Codex  juridicus  15.  at  the  end  of 
which  are  the  fragments  in  queftion. 

jk  Cod^x  Lambecii  32.-  Nefleiii  321.  a  manufcript  of 
the  four^Gofpels.  Vol.  II.  p.  1012 — 1054. 

8.  Codex  in  AuSario  Forlofise  30.  in  fupplementis 
Koilarii  8.  a  manufcript  of  St.  Matthew's  Gofpe).  Vol.  I. 
p.  J-055 — 1068.     S6e  Trefchow^s  Tentamen,  p.  89. 

9.  Codex  porpureus  aureus,  in  AuSario  Forlofise  23. 
in  fupplementis  Koilarii  7.  an  £vani^eli(larium  written 
in  uncial  letters.  Vol.  1.  p.  1069—1078.  SeeTrefchow's 
Tentamen,  p.  91 — 107. 

10.  Codex  in  Audlario  Forlofias  19.  in  fupplementis 
Koilarii  10.  contains  all  the  epiftles  of  St.  Paul,  except 
thoie  to  Titus  and  Philemon.  Vol.  II.  p.  854—920. 

1 1.  Codex  Lambecii  248.  Nefleiii  307.  a  manufcript 
Containing,  befide  feveral  works  of  the  Greek  fathers,  the 
Revelation  of  St.  John  with  a  marginal  commentary  of 
Andreas  Caefareenfis,  Vol.  II.  p.  021 — 940.  It  is  de- 
fcribed  in  Lambecii  Commcntarii,  Lib.  V.  p.  134 — I4i, 

12.  Codex  in  Au£iario  Forlofise  29.  in  fupplementis 
Koilarii  26.  a  manufcript  of  the  I^evelation  with  the 
commentary  of  Andreas  Caefareenfis.  It  is  defeftive 
from  ch«  xix.  20.  to  the  end.  Vol.  II.  p.  943i-*-967. 

Of  thcfe  twelve  manufcripts,  the  1,  2,  4,  5,  7,  8,  are 
likewife  quoted  by  Birch.  See  his  Prolegomena,  p.  57— 
60.  Of  the  reft  which  he  has  examined  and  qiK>ted,  the 
Cod.  Lambecii  i.  the  Cod.  Koilarii  4.  which  is  the  iame 
as  the  Cod.  Parrhafii  and  the  Cod.  Koilarii  6.  have  been 
already  mentioned;  there -remain  therefore  to  be  noted^ 

1 3.  Codex  Lambecii  38.  Nefleiii  337.  a  manufcript  of 
the  lour  Cofpels,  with  commentaries  of  the  fathers  in  the 
margin. 

14.  Codex 
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14.  Codex  Lambecii  39.  NeCTelii  180.  contains  feve* 
ral  paflages  of  ih<  Gofpels,  with  coinmeouries^ 

15.  Codex  Lambecii  40.  Neflelii  goi.  cootaios  (ieleft 
paflages  From  the  Gofpels  of  Si.  Matthew,  Su  Luke^and 
St.  John,  with  conimentaries  of  the  fathers. 

Lainbecius  has  defcribed  thefe  three  MSS.  Lib*  IIL 
Pp  59)  60.  he  relates  of  all  three  that  they  contain  comr 
mentariea  of  the  Gofpels,  and  makes  no  mention  of  the 
teyt.  But  as  Birch  is  very  circiimftantial  in  faying  of 
the  firft,  tha^  the  commentaries  ^re  written  in  the  fpargin^ 
no  doubt  can  be  fnade  (hat  hi^  9CCOi|nt  is  ejtaft. 

CODICES    WAKIANI, 

* 

PAGE    859. 

370.  Of  thp  four  manufcripts  formerly  jn  the  poflet 
(ion  of  Archbifhop  Wake,  and  at  prefent  in  the  library 
of  Chrift  Church,  our  aqihof  calls  the  two  fird  Codices 
Wakiani^  the  cwo  lad  Codex  Wakii  ).  and  Codex 
Wakii  2.  To  prevent  miftakes  thejrcfore,itis  neceflary 
to  obferve,  that  he  has  here  inverted  the  names  which 
are  given  them  in  Wetftcin's  and  Griefbach's  cataloguci 
where  Cod.  Wakii  1.  and  Cod.  Wakii  s.  denote  thoie 
which  he  calls  fimply  Codices  Wakiani^  withotJt  afiBxing 
to  them  any  number. 

CODICES    WHEELERtANL 

371.  The  manufcripts,  which  formerly  belonged  to 
Dr.  Wheeler,  are  dcfcribed  in  the  Catalogi  MStoruai 
Anglis,  ei  Hiberniae  in  nnum  colledi,  Tom.  II,  P.  J. 
p.  357.  and  it  appears  from  the  laft  page  oF  the  preface 
to  this  work,  that  they  are  ac  prefent  preferved  in  the 
library  of  Lincoln  Colkge  in  Oxford. 

372.  Criefbach  has  quoted  for  this  reading  fiye  mar 
nulcripts  of  what  is  called  the  old  Latin  verfion. 


CODE3( 
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CODEX   WESTMONASTERIENSIS. 

PACK  359. 

373.  The  Codex  Bibliotbecae  Regis  Weftmonafteri- 
eofis  953.  it  at  prefent  in  the  Brittfh  Mureund,  where  all 
the  manufcripts  that  formerly  belonged  to  his  Majefty's 
library  are  dcpofited»  It  is  noted  among  the  manufcripts 
brought  froQn  the  King's  library  I.  B.  L 

CODEX   WINCHELSEANUS. 

374.  I  know  not  where  De  Mifly's  copy  is  at  prefent, 
but  Jackfon's  autograph  of  the  extrafts,  which  he  had 
macie  from  the  Codex  Winchelfeanus,  is  now  prcferved 
in  the  library  of  Jefus  Cbllege  in  Cambridge,  where  it  U 
marked  0,8,3^, 

^  875"  Wetftein  quotes  the  Coptic  for  the  fame  reading. 

r   OODICES  WOLFII. 

PACK   361. 

376.  Of  the  firft  of  tbefe  three  Codices  Wolfii  .Grief- 
bach  relates^  in  his  Symbolae  critics,  p.  Ixiv.  that  though 
written  in  uncial  letters,  it  has  accents  and  marks  of 
afpiration.  He  judges  from  the  oblong  form  of  the 
letters,  that  it  was  not  written  before  the  tenth  century. 
It  was  examined  by  Griefbach  in  the  firitiQi  Mufeum ; 
but  he  has  not  mentioned  whether  the  other  two  manu- 
fcripts, which  belonged  to  Mr.  Wolf  of  Hamburg,  are 
likewife  preferved  there. 

CODEX   Z£LADi£. 

A  nanufcript  of  the  four  Gofpels,  fuppofed  to  be 
wricten  in  the  eleventh  century,  and  at  prefent  the  pro- 
perty of  Cardinal  Zelada)  has  been  examined  in  particular 
paifages  by  Profeflfor  Bircb.   I^ee  his  Prolegomena,  p.  50. 

Recapi- 


J 
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Recapitulation  of  the  maDufcripts  of  the  Greek  Tefta- 
tnent,  cither  wholly  or  partially  collated,  which  have 
been  mentioned  in  thefe  Nptes,  in  addition  to  thofe 
defcribed  by  our  author. 

Codices  Barberiniani                -            *.  10 

Codices  Sti  fialilii  Romas            »            .  4 

Codex  Bononienfis                ^              ^  1 

Codices  Borgiani                 "                **  3 

Codex  Cromwelli                 -                 -  1 

Codices  Ercurialenfes                ^            *  12 

Codices  Florentini    ^           -                 -  24 

Codices  Harleianj                 -                 -  6 

Codex  Manheimenfis               -               -  j 

Codices  Stas  Mariae  in  ValHcdla              ^  4 

Codices  Marflii                  -                  -  s 

Codices  Mofquenfes  .            «                 -  44 

Codices  Seldeni                 -                  -  2 

Cod.  Regius  1886^.  at  prefent  60.            -  1 

Codex  Upfalenfis                -                -  i 

Codices  Vatieani        •       •                -  34 

Codices  Venetiani                 -                 -  11 

Codices  Vindobonenfes              -             -  15 

Coddx  Zeladae                  -                 -  j 
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Total  of  ihe.manufcriptsof  the  Greek  Tefta-^ 
menf^  which  have  been  wholly  or  partially>4^ 
collated  ^ 

In  Dr.  Griefbach*s  new  edition  of  the  Greek  Tefla- 
menty  which  is  now  ready  for  the  prefs,  all  thefe  manu- 
fcripts  will  probably  be  quoted. 

377.  This  talk  has  been  in  a  great  meafure  executed 
by  Wetftein,  as  far  as  relates  to  the  manufcripts  wluch 
he  has  collated,  for  he  has  prefi^ied  to  each  of  the  fbor 
parts  of  his  Greek  Teftament,  a  cataldgue  of  the  maou- 
fcripts  which  contain  thofe  refpedive  partsj  has  noted 

the 
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tine  chafms  as  far  as  they  were  known  to  him,  and  has 
in  general  given  fuch  accounts  of  them,  that  we  tnay 
judge  of  the  degree  of  diligence  and'care  that  has  been 
ufed  in  collating  them. 

*   378.  As  this  paragraph  appeared  in  our  atithor's  third 
edition,  publiQied  in  17779  and  the  queftions,  which  he 
pTopofed,  he  has  left  unanfwered  after  an  interval  of  ten 
years,  though  continually  engaged  in  comparing  the  dif- 
ferent readings  of  the  Greek  Teftament,  the  trandator 
roufi  decline  the  inquiry,  as  not  having  fufficient  expe- 
rience in  this  fubje^.     One  material  difference  however 
I  haveobferved,  between  four  manufcripts  brought  from 
Greece,  two  of  which  came  ioMnediately  frogi  mount 
Athos>   noted  by  Weiftein  38.  46.  73;  74,   and  the 
Mofcow   manufcripts  collated  by  Matthai.    Natnely, 
thefe  four  manufcripts  .contain  the  ftory  of  the.adultcrefs 
John  vii.  53^^viti.  ii*    but  it  is  omitted  in  all  the 
Mofcow  manufcripts,  which  have  the  text  without  lcho«r 
lia,  as  appears  from  Matthai  Evangelium  Johannis,  p« 
359.     It  has  been  obferved,  Note  7.  to  ch.  vii.  fcft.  37, 
chat  the  text  of  Theophylaft  differs  from  the  Slavonian 
verGon  as  often  as  it  agrees  with  it:  this  remark  was 
made  on  the  authority  of  Dobrowflcy,  who  can  l)eft  de- 
termine on  which  fide  the  pianulcripts  in  queftion  pre* 
ponderate. 


CHAPTER        IX. 

Clf  the  Quotations  from  the  New  Teftament  in  the  works  of 

^   eccleftaftical  writers. 

PAGE  363. 
1.  It  does  not  appear  that  the  reading  iv  Mr«i^  tw 
Vf •fvni  is  erroneous,  though  not  that  of  the  common 
printed  text.  Gricfbach  has  taken  it  into  the  text  of 
his  edition,  and  (eeaiingW  with  reafon,  for  it  is  fupi> 
ported  by  the  authority  of'^the  Vaticanus,  Cantabrigten^ 
fis,  Stcphwi  «,  Codiex  Reuchlini,  Colbertinus  ^44, 

and 
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and  feveral  other  Greek  manufcrtptft^  as  alio  by  chat  of 
the  Old  Syriac,  the  margin  of  the  New  Syriac,  the  Ara- 
bic of  Erpf  nius,  both  Perfic  verfions,  the  Coptic,  Ar- 
menian, the  old  Italic,  the  Gothic^  and  (be  Vulgate; 
It  i$  quoted  by  Origen  four  times,  by  Irenacus  in  one 
inftance,  by  Porphyry^  by  Jerom,  and  feveral  other 
Latin  fathers.  Our  author  obfervesi  in  his  note  at  the 
bottom  of  the  page,  that  five  of  the  manufcriprs,  which 
have  the  reading,  are  fuppofed  to  latinize*  Now  this 
note  appeared  in  the  third  edition  of  his  Introdudion, 
but  he  ffiould  have  altered  it  in  the  fourth,  becaufe  he 
acknowledges  that  the  charge  laid  againll  the  four  firft 
of  thefe  MSS.  is  ungrounded. 

PAGE  364. 

!•  Dr.  Semler,  in  his  79th.  Note  to  Wetftein*« 
Prolegomena,  recommends  another  fource  of  various 
readings,  the  Concilia  Grsca. 

PACE  365. 

3.  Griefbach  on  the  other  hand  feems  inclined  to 
rcjed  it, 

PACE   368. 

4.  Apparatus  criticus,  p.  49.  ed.  ada* 


•  •  •  • 
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5.  The  Cod.  Cant,  is  the  only  manufcript  quoted  by 
Wetftein,  but  Gricfbach  found  the  fame  tranfpofition 
in  the  Cod.  Colb.  2844. 

PACE  37a 

6.  It  is  probably  a  miftake  when  our  author  fays  that 
»  Avfft  is  found  in  Origen,  for  Grieftach,  who  has  very 
accurately  collated  the  works  of  this  father,  declares  ex* 
prelsly,  in  his  note  to  this  paflage,  Leftio  recepta  (fdL 
#  fjLfi  •/MA^yii)  extat  in  codicibus  giascis  omnibus,  et  pa« 
tribus  graccis  omnibus.    With  reiped  to  the  authenticity 

of 
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of  the  reading  ivfaich  our  author  prefers,  fee  Note  x  w 
10  ihap.  ▼].  ie£l.  9. 

7.  When  a  Greek  father  quotes  a  paflagc  as  taken 
immediately'  from  the  Greek  Teftament,  it  feems  to  ho 
of  no  importance  whether  he  comments  upon  it  or  m^ 
as  far  as  relates  to  the  queftion,  with  which  alone  we  are 
at  prefent  concerned,  ^  What  was  the  reading  of  his 
manufcript,  or  manufcripts  ?'  At  the  fame  time  it  mu(t 
be  acknowledged,  that  the  evidence  is  fti-onger,  where 
the  quotation  is  attended  with  a  commentary,  in  which 
the  words  of  the  text  are  repeated,  becaufe  in  that  cafe 
there  is  not  only  an  accefiion  of  eviderice  arifing  from 
the  commentary  itfelf,  but  the  evidence  of  the  one  is 
confirmed  by  that  of  the  other :  except  when  they  dif- 
agree,  in  which  cafe  the  evidence  of  the  co^iimentary  is 
perhaps  fuperior  to  that  of  the  text,  as  far  as  relates  to 
the  omiflion  of  words;  for  if  a  word  omitted  in  the 
quoted  t£xt  is  explained  in  the  commentary,  we  may 
conclude  that  it  was  onf^iued  in  the  text  by  mere  acci^ 
dent. 

PAGE  371, 

8.  The  omii&on  of  u/M«ir  after  iinh9r%fc¥  by  Juftia 
Martyr,  decides  neither  for  nor  againft  the  common 
reading,  for  the  paifage  here  quoted  from  the  Greek 
father  is  fo  conftrufled,  that  the  infertion  of  v/awp  would 
make  it  abfoluce  nonfenfe.  The  turn  of  expicflion  in 
the  whole  femence  differs  entirely  from  that  which  we 
find  in  St.  Mattheiv,  and  the  former  can  by  no  means 
be  confideicd  as  a  quotation  from  the  latter.  With  re^ 
fpcGt  to  Juftin's  quotations  in  gerleral,  fee  Note  4.  to 
cb.  ii.  fed.  6.  where  it  is  lliewn  that  Juftin  probably 
quoted,  not  from  our  four  canonical  Golpels,  but  from 
the  Gofpel  of  the  Nazarepcs,  wbich^  during  the  firit 
century,  and  the  former  part  of  the  fecond,  was  in  com- 
mon  ufc  among  the  Chriftidns  of  the  £a(l,  and  which, 
even  in  the  fourth  century,  was  thought  by  Jerpm  to  be 
of  fo  much  importance,  that  he  trandated  it  into  Latin. 
The  difference  therefore  between  Juftin's  quotations  and 

Vol.  II.  G  g  g  the 
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the  text  of  the  four  Gofpels,  cannot  be  alleged  as  an  ar« 
gument  in  favour  of  the  opinion,  that  the  ancient  fathers 
were  negligent  and  inaccurate  in  their  quotations,  he- 
caufe  Juftin  did  not  quote  from  theon,  but  from  the 
Gofpel  of  the  Nazarenes,  and  with  this  Cofpel  his  quo- 
tations might  perfe6lly  agree. 

FACF.  378. 

9*  Radicitus  exaniino  evellenda  eft  prtejudicata  muN 
torum  opinio,  qui  e  patrum  allegationibus  certo  co^- 
nofci  pofle  negant,  quid  in  fuis  codicibus  fcriptores  illi 
legerint,  nee  ne.  Etfi  enim  lubentifTime  concede  fcrip- 
turae  facrse  loca  a  patribus  (aepe  excitari  negligcnter,  nee 
codicibus  infpeflis,  fed  memoriter  atque  coufufe :  ex- 
tant tamen  criteria  fat  muha  atqtie  luculenta,  quoniiA 
ope  difcerni  pofTunt  ailegationes  fideliter  e  codicibus  de* 
promtse  a  vagis  ad  diQa  fcripturse  provocationtbus,  in 
quibus;  patres  vcl  propter  memorise  lapfum,  vel  ex  ofci- 
tantia  nimiaque  fedinatione,  vel  etiam  de  induftria  fcrip- 
torum  facrorum  verba  pauUulum  inflexerunt  immuta* 
runtque.  Ac  R  vel  maxime  ad  liquidum  res  non  femper 
deduct  poflit,  judicari  tamen  ex  iftis.  criieriis  poteft, 
utrum  abfque  erroris  metu  atlegationem  quandam  pro 
*  certa  et  accurata  habere,  ec  in  delineanda  facri  textus 
hilloria  tuto  ea  uti  queamus,  an  vero  in  dubio  res  re- 
linquenda  Ct:  id  quod  confilio  noftro  abunde  fufficit. 

Gritfbachii  Hift.  texius  £p.  PauHn.  {c6L  i«  $  13* 

The  criteria,  of  which  Criefbach  here  fpeaks,  lie  has 

explained  in  his  Dideitdtio  de  codicibus  Evangeliorum 

Origenianis,    Halse    177:,   p-  36 — 50.     Sec  atfo  Wet- 

Aenii  Animadverfiones  ct  cauiioncs,  iefl.  14.  - 

PAGE    374. 

iQk  The  Greek  words,  John  xx.  17,  are  Afy«  mvtf 
p  h^Bi^  fAfi  fAH  airrtf.  What  mtdakc^then  has  Epiphanius 
here  committed  ? 

PACK  377. 

1  i.  I  know  not  whether  £pbrem  underftood  Hebrew, 

but 
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but  he  certainly  undeVftood  Greek,  for  his  liTc  has  been 
written  by  a  Syrian  hiftorian,  who  exprefsly  relates  that 
Ephrem  was  inftry£led  in  Greek  by  Bafilius,  the  bifhop 
Who  ordained  him  deacon.  See  Aflemani  Bibl.  Orient* 
Tom,  I.  p.  44. 

PAGE   380. 

18.  Our  author  delivers  in  his  Orient.  Bibl.  Vol. 
VI li.  p.  153.. the  Tame  cules^  as  in  this  part  of  his  Intro- 
duflion. 

13.  Mill's  Prolegomena,  J  608 — 1079.  Wecftcnii 
Prolegomena,  p.  65 — 79.  Much  valuable  information 
on  this  fubje6l  may  likewife  be  derived  from  Simon  hif* 
toire  critique  des  principaux  commeniateurs  du  Nou- 
veau  l*eftament. 

PACE  381. 

14.  This  very  example  is  a  proof  that  Porphyry  did 
not  quote  from  the  Syriac  verfion,  unlefs  we  fuppofe  that 
the  Syriac,  as  well  as  the  Greek  text,  was  altered  in  coa* 
fequence  of  bis  objeQion.     But  it  cannot  be  inferred^ 
with  any  certainty,  from  his  objeQion,  that  a  Syriac 
verfion  of  the  Greek  Teftament  at  that  time  exifted ;  nor 
is  it  probable  that  a  writer,  who  was  mafter  of  the  Greek, 
and  who  wrote  not  to  edify  an  illiterate  congregation, 
but  addrefled  his  arguments  to  th^  mod  learned  among 
the  Chriftians,  would  have  had  recourfe  to  a  tranflation, 
though  the  tranflation  had  been  eftablithed  by  the  church 
of  his  country.     With  refpett  to  the  other  example, 
t¥  HrAift,  Mark  i.  2.   we  mud  not  forger,  that  though 
it  was  the  reading  of  the  Syriac  verfion,  it  is  the  reading 
likewife  of  feveral  Greek  manufcripts,  though  ourauihor 
fays  that  their  number  is  fmali.     But  as  the  Codex  Va- 
ticanus,  Cantabrigiaofis,  Stephani  n,  and  Codex  Reuch- 
lini,  are  in  the  number  of  thole,  which  have  ip  H^aia ; 
as  the  fame  reading  is  found  in  the  Coptic,  the  Armenian^ 
the  Vulgate,  the  old  Italic,  and  the  Goihtc;   and  as  it  is' 
quoted  by  Irenseus,  Origen,  and  Jerom,  it  was  probably 
the  rending  of  the  Greek  MSS.  in  general  in  the  time 

•gg«  # 
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of  Poqyhyry.  It  alFords  ibcrerore  no  prefiittipifion  wkat- 
foever,  that  Porphyry  Quoted  from  the  Syriac  v^rfion. 
In  (^Q,  no  evidence,  either  hit^orical  or  critical,  has 
hitherto  been  iproducedy  fufScient  to  warrant  the  opinion 
that  a  Syriac  verfion  at  that  time  exifted.  See  the  Notes 
to  ch.  vii.  ^  6.  oFihis  Introduflion. 

PAGE  38a. 

15.  Wetftein  adually  quotes  in  tbb  verfc  TcfrtulUa- 
nus  de  carne  Chrifti>  c.  19. 

16.  In  thofe  examples,  in  which  Wetftein  does  not 
quote  the  particular  book  or  pa^e  of  a  Greek  father, 
the  reader  may  generally  difcovcr  them  himfelf.  When 
he  quotes  Theophyla3,  for  inftance,  without  any  further 
rererence,  it  is  as  eafy  to  find  the  place  in  his  coHimeo- 
tary,  as  the  paflage  in  the  Bible,  becaufe  it  is  continued 
with  the  text  in  aq  uninterrupted  feries. 
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C^njeOural  Emendations  of  tbc  Grceck  TifiaminL 

PAGx  390. 

I.  It  does  not  appear  to  have  bj^en  Wetftein*s  mean* 
ing,  that  the  fame  liberties  in  regard  to  critical  con* 
jetture,  in  which  the  firft  editors  of  the  Greek  Tefta- 
ment  indulged  themielves,  might  be  taken  by  a  critic 
of  the  eighteenth  century,  for  Wetftein  has  not  admioed 
into  the  text  of  his  edition  any  conjedurcs  whatfoever; 
though  he  has  frequently  quoted  them  in  his  notes. 
The  meaning  of  this  critic  was,  that  as  Stephens  de* 
parted  from  the  text  of  Erafmus,  Beza  Crom  the  text  of 
Stephens,  and  the  Elzevir  editors  again  from  Beza^  fo 
It  was  allowable  for  a  critic  in  the  prefect  age  to  alter 
tbc  readings  of  the  text  which  is  now  io  common  "ui^ 
wherever  ihc;y  can  be  ihewri,  by  4  decided  raajority  of 

evidence 
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evidence  ft-om  the  Greek  manufcriptJt  the  Greek  fathersy 
and  the  ancient  vef  (ions,  to  be  fpurious.  The  truth  of 
this  aflertion  is  not  to  be  doubted,  for  if  a  paflage  is  nos 
authentic  in  itfelf,  it  acquires  no  prerogative  by  length 
of  time,  or  by  having  been  printed  in  a  thoufand  edi* 
tions,  between  the  year  1514  and  the  clofe  of  the  etgh* 
teenth  century.  See  Wetftein's  N.  T.  Vol,  II.  p.  852. 
and  the  preface  to  the  fecond  volume  of  Griefbach's 
N.  T,  p.  13, 

PAGE  391.      . 

8.  But  though  Wetftein  defends  the  right  of  critical 
conjeflure,  he  recommends  great  caution  in  the  appli* 
cation  of  it:  and  fays,  Vol.  II.  p.  858.  ^Quicquid  au* 
tern  fit  de  alTerti  noftri  metaphyfica  yeritate,  illud  faltem 
de  momento  ejus  moneo,  nemini  inde  magnum  pericu- 
lum  imminere :  licet  enim  plerafque  omnes,  quas  vidi, 
et  in  V.  L.  expofui,  conjedturas  do6las  atque  ingeniofas 
exiftimem,  neque  proinde  Audi  urn  cujufquam  vimperemi 
ingenue  tamen  fateor,  ex  omnibus  illis  vix  unam  aui  alteram 
fefe  mibi  probate  uUunque  potuijfe. 

PACE  397. 

3.  I  have  here  given  an  Englifh  tranflatign  of  our 
f  uchor's  German  tranflation.  Whoever  wiQics  to  exa* 
piine  the  words  ufed  by  Origen  bimfelf,  will  find  tbeoi 
in  Wetilcin's  note  to  Matth.  viii.  28* 

PA&E  400, 

4.  This  quotation  likewile  may  be  feen  in  the  origin 
nal,  in  Wetitein's  Note  to  John  i.  18. 

PAGE  402. 

5.  Our  author  having  rejefled  the  critical  emenda- 
tions of  his  predeceflfors,  propofes  here  a  long  catalogue 
of  examples,  where  he  would  alter  the  text  of  the  Greek 
Teftament,  without  the  authority  of  any  manufcript, 
father,  or  verfion.  It  is  true  that  he  difplays  in  them 
koth  ingenuity  and  learning;  and  as  he  leaves  them  to 

cgg3  the 
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the  determination  oF  the  reader,  it  would  be  foreign  to 
the  prefent  purpofe  to  call  in  queftion  the  probability  of 
any  one  example  in  particular :  and  for  that  reafon  the 
reader  will  excufe  noy  having  given  no  extrads  from 
two  German  works,  to  which  he  refers  in. two  or  three 
indances  in  the  courfe  of  this  fedion,  viz.  Michaelis's 
Hiftory  of  the  Refuirtftion,  entitled  in.  German,  Au- 
fcrdebuogs-Gofchichte,  and  Michaeli&'s  Mofaic  Law, 
entitled  in  German,  Mofairches  Rccht.  But  as  critical 
conje6lnre  is  at  bed  a  defperate  remedy,  and  the  fources, 
from  which  the  genuine  readings  of  the  Greek  Tefta- 
ment  may  be  drawn,  are  fo  numerous,  the  difeafe  muft 
be  very  grievous,  where  a  medicine  of  this  nature  can  be 
judly  applied:  In  a  commentary,  or  an  introduflion, 
amendments  of  this  kind  may  be  propofed,  but  they 
fhould  never  be  admitted  into  the  text  of  the  Creek 
Tcftament  iifelf.  The  alterations  which  have  been  made 
by  Griefbach  are  clear  and  decifive ;  they  are  founded 
on  authorities,  which  are  not  to  be  reje6led.  But  as 
foon  as  we  admit  a  reading,  that  is  found  in  no  ancient 
manufcripc,  in  no  ancient  father,  and  in  no  ancient  ver- 
fion,  we  rely  merely  on  the  opinion  of  the  propofer,  who, 
though  pofTeffcd  of  the  mod  profound  learning,  and  en* 
irTued  with  the  greated  ingenuity,  is  not  only  expofed  to 
the  danger  of  midaking  the  rneaning  of  a  pafl'age,  and 
of  amending  therefore  where  no  amendment  is  neceflary, 
hut  in  the  corrcfiions  themfelves  may  be  guided  rather 
by  a  lively  imagination,  ihan  a  foliu  judgment,  or,  what 
renders  them  ilill  more  precarious,  may  be  influenced 
by  polemical  as  well  as  critical  motives,  which  itisfome- 
times  difficult  to  didmguiOi,  and  with  the  honed  in* 
tention  of  redoring  what  he  fuppofes  the  genuine  text, 
recommend  fuch  readings  as  favour  his  own  party.  It 
is^iue  that  we  cannot  apply  this  obje6lion  to  our  author, 
who  makes  an  accurate  didin6lion  between  critical  and 
theological  conjc£ture;  but  as  the  line  of  feparation  is 
fometimcs  didicuk  to  be  drawn,  and  the  principle^  if 
f^ncc  admitted,  is  fubjccl  to  the  greated  abufe,  it  is  cer- 
tainly 
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ttifily  more  Tafe  to  reje£i  it,  at  lead  from  ibe  text  itfelf^ 
in  editions  oF  the  Greek  Teftanaent. 

PACE  405. 

6.  The  perfon,  who  figns  bimrelf  R,  in  Bowyer^s  cri- 
tjcal  conje3ures,  is  Markiand,  In  the  third  edition  the 
name  is  written  at  full  length.  Valkenaer  likewife  wrote 
fome  critical  conjeSures  on  the  N.  T,  They  are  printed 
at  the  end  of  Hemfterhufii  Orationes.  Lugduni  Bat. 
J  7  84,  8vo, 

PAGE  408. 

7.  In  the  reference  to  3  Maccab.  iii.  22.  is  an  erratum 
which  I  have  not  been  able  to  correft. 

PACE  417. 

8.  See  on  this  fubje6i  Simon  Hift.  crit.  du  texte  du 
N,  T.  ch.  xxix. 


CHAPTER     XI. 


Oftbi  Jutbors^  who  have  colleiltd  Various  Readingi  to  the 

Greek  Teftament. 

PAGE   420. 

1.  Our  author  iQeans  the  firft  edition.  In  the  fccond 
edition  of  the  Apparatus  criiicus  it  is  p.  74* 

PACE    423* 

2.  Another  edition  of  this  work  i¥as  publilhed  at 
Cambridge  in  1642,  folio,  under  the  following  title, 
Joacbimi  Camerarii  commentarius  in  Novum  Foedui 
daboratusi  nunc  denuo  plurimum  illuftratus  et  locu*- 
pletatus. 

PAGE  425. 

3.  See  Mill's  Prolegomena,  {  1505. 

egg  4  PACE 
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4.  To  the  names  mentioned  by  our  author;  may  b^ 
added  ihofc  of  Ccfar  de  Mifly,  Jack  Ton,  Woide,  Alter, 
and  Birch.  See  alfo  the  account  given  by  Le  Long,  of 
thoTe  critics,  who  have  engaged  in  colIeQing  various 
readings  to  the  New  Teftameni,  in  his  Biblioiheca  facra, 
Tom.  I.  p.  466 — 468.  ed.  Parif.  1723  :  the  chapter  in 
Wciftein's  Prolegomena,  p.  170—181.  de  variarum  lee- 
tionum  colIe61oribus  atque  ediioribus:  Simon  Hiftoire 
critique  du  lexie  du  N.  T.  ch.  xxix:  PfaflFde  gentiinis 
N.  T.  le^lionibus,  ci^p.  vi,  and  Gerardi  de  Maftricbt 
Prolegomena,  p.  1—29. 


CHAPTER     XII. 

Of  the  editions   of  the   Greek  Teftameni. 

SECT.       I. 

PAGE    430. 

K  The  German  title  of  this  work  is  Nacbricbt  von 
finer  Hallifchcn  Bibliothek.  It  was  a  periodical  publi- 
cation of  Dr.  Baumgarten,  and  printed  between  ibc 
years  1748  and  1751,  in  eight  volumes  Bvo,  Mill  and 
Weiftein,  in  their  Prolegomena',  and  Griefbach  in  the 
preface  to  the  lecpnd  volume  of  his  Greek  Tcftamcnt, 
have  defcribed  the  principal  editions  of  tbe  Greek  Tet 
lament :  alfo  Fabriciiisin  his  Biblioiheca  Gracca,Vol.  IV. 
p.  185 — 191.  Bengel  in  his  Apparatus  criticus,  p.  69— 
'S6.  cd.  2da.  Walch  in  his  Bibliotheca  Tbeologica, 
Tom.  IV.  p.  14—32.  A  very  complete  account,  not 
only  of  the  principal  or  critical,  but  of  tbe  editions  of 
tbe  Greek  Tedament  in  general,  is  given  by  Dr.  Mafdi, 
in  his  improved  edition  of  Le  Long  Bibliotheca  lacra» 
P.  I.  p.  189 — 328.  Thofe  who  have  not  this  cdiiiocj 
may  conlult  the  Paris  edition  of  Le  Long  Bibliotheca 
facra)  Tom.  I.  p.  199 — 226 
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'  2.  I^  's  generally  fuppofed,  that  before  iheCotnplu- 
tenfian  edition  of  the  Greek  Teftament,  which  was 
finifhed  in  1514,  unlefs  the  date  is  falfe,  no  part  of  the 
Greek  Teftament  had  ever  been  printed.  But  the  fix 
firft  chapters  of  the  Gofpel  of  St.  John  were  printed  at 
Venice,  by  Aldus  Manutius,  in  1504,  as  appears  from 
the  fubfcription,  Venetiis  ex  Aidi  Academia,  menfe 
Junio  MDiiii.  A  copy  of  this  hitherto  unknown  edition 
IS  preferved  in  the  library  of  the  Duke  of  WUrtenberg, 
at  Stuitgard,  and  is  defcribed  by  Adler  in  the  Heperto- 
rium,  Vol.  XVI 1 1,  p.  150.  The  whole  of  St.  John'« 
Gofpel  was  publifhed  at  TUbingen  in  1514.  See  Lc 
Long.  Bibl.  facra,  ed.  Mafch,  P.  II.  Vol.  III.  p.  624, 

* 

COMPLUTENSIAN    EDITION. 

PAGE    431. 

3.  The  Complutehnan  Polyglot  is  bed  defcribed  in 
Le  Long  Bibliotheca  facra,  ed.  Mafch,  P.  I.  p.  331 — 
339.  where  the  authors  are  enumerated  who  have  written 
on  this  celebrated  edition. 

PAGE    431. 

•    4.  For  the  German  titles  of  thefe  publications;  fee' 
Note  15.  to  this  fcftion, 

PAGE    433. 

5.  The  account  given  in  the  preface  to  the  Complu- 
tenfian  edition  of  the  Greek  Teftament,  in  regard  to  the 
Greek  MSS.  which  were  f(;nt  from  the  Pope's' library,  is 
hardly  reconcileable  with  the  fubfcription  at  the  end  of 
the  Revelation.  In  the  former  no  mention  is  made  even 
of  the  Codex  Rhodienfis,  oir  of  any  other  MSS.  than 
fhofe  fent  from  the  Pope's  library,  a  in  xai  avm  0  ayit^ 

'^▼•rcADcif;' j3iCaic^dx)1(  cky^fAivx  twifA^fy  x.r.Pi.  Now  Leo  X. 

was 
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ivas  ek6cd  Pope  March  11,  15139  and  yet  the  fub« 
icription  at  the  end  of  the  Revelation  bears  date  Jan.  10, 
1514.  li  ih«*rcfore  the  manufcripts  were  fent  by  Leo  X. 
they  mud  have  anived  when  ac  lead  three  parts  of  the 
Creek  Tedament  were  already  printed,  and  yet  the  edi- 
tors, in  the  preface  at  lead,  mention  no  other  manu- 
fcripts. One  mode  of  folving  the  difficulty  is,  to  fuppofe 
that  manufcripts  were  fent  from  Rome  by  Julius  II»  the 
predeceffor  of  Leo  X.  and  that  the  writer  of  the  preface 
to  the  Complutenfian  Greek  Teftament,  who  knew  thai 
the  latter  was  at  that  time  Pope,  but  perhaps  was  igno- 
rant  how  long  he  had  reigned,  committed  an  anachro- 
nifm  in  afcribing  to  Leo  X.  what  had  been  done  by 
Julius  IL  Or  perhaps  he  knew  that  they  were  fent  by 
Julius  n.  but  meant  to  flatter  the  vanity  of  the  reigning 
Pope,  by  attributing  to  him  an  a£t  of  his  predeceflbr. 
Or  Leo  X.  before  he  was  Pope,  might  have  been  in- 
flrumenial  in  procuring  them  from  the  Vatican,  and  be 
therefore  entitled  to  the  compliment.  Or  perhaps  the 
dale  15 14  is  a  falfe  one,  as  the  Complutenfian  editioD 
was  not  delivered  to  the  public,  before  1522.  The 
qucdion  dill  remains  to  be  anfwered,  whether  they  had 
other  manufcripts  of  the  Greek  Tedament,  befide  tbofe, 
which  were  fent  from  Rome.  The  filence  of  the  editors 
is  no  proof  of  the  contrary,  for  they  make  no  mention 
of  the.  Codex  Rhodienfis,  though  Siunica,  in  his  con- 
troverfy  with  Erafmus,  frequently  applies  to  it,  as  a  ma« 
nufcript  ufed  in  the  Complutenfian  edition.  Cardinal 
Ximenes,  in  the  preface  to  the  fird  volume,  fit  is  true 
that  what  he  thete  fa}s  relates  chiefly  to  the  Old  Teda- 
ment) fayS;  *  quorum  qiiidem  lam  Ilebraeorum,  quam 
Grascorum  ac  Latinorum  muhiplicem  copiam  variis  ex 
locis  non  fine  fummo  labore  conquasfivimus.'  But  he 
adds,  '  Ek  iplis  quidem  Gracca  San£titati  tuae  debemus, 
qui  ex  ipfa  apodolica  bibliotheca  antiquiflSmos  turn  Ve* 
teris,  tum  Novi  Tedamenti  perquani  humane- ad  nos 
mifidi>  qui  nobis  in  hoc  negotio  maximo  fuerunt  adju- 
.meiuo/  Now,  as  every  body  would  underdand  from 
this  fentcf^Gt  that  Ximcncs  was  indebted  for  j// his  Greek 

manu- 
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manufcripu  to  Leo  X.  he  has  either  exprcfled  himfelf 
lA  too  general  terms,  in  order  to  compliment  the  Pope, 
or  Stunica  has  appealed  to  a  manurcript,  that  was  never 
ufed,  and  which  no  author  but  himfelf  appears  to  have 
ever  fecn.  With  refpecl  to  the  Codex  Ravianus,  fee 
Note  243.  to  ch.  viii.  fe£l.  6. 

PAGE  484. 

6.  Griefbach  is  of  the  fame  opinion.  See  his  preface 
to  the  fecond  volume  of  his  Greek  Teftament,  p.  16. 

7.  Our  author  is  not  quite  accurate  in  faying,  that  the 
types  of  the  Compluteniian  edition  refemble  the  letters 
of  the  mod  modern  manufcripts :  for  of  all  the  fpeci- 
mens  of  Greek  hand>writing,  which  Montfaucon  has 
given  in  his  Paiaeographia  Graeca,  from  the  firfl  intro- 
duftion  of  the  fmall  letters,  down  to  the  fifteenth  cen* 
tury^  none  refembles  the  types  of  the  Complutenfian 
edition  more  than  that  which  is  found  in  manufcripts 
of  the  ninth  century.  See  Montfaucon  Palacographta 
Craeca,  p.  ayi.  On  the  other  hand,  letters  not  very 
unlike  the  ComplutenHan  are  fojund  in  manufcripts  of 
the  eleventh,  twelfth,  and  even  thirteenth  century.  See 
the  Palaeographia,  p«  291.  293.  308.  324. 

8.  It  is  generally  faid  that  the  Complutenfian  Greek 
Teilament  is  printed  without  any  accents,  and  the  fame 
is  aflerted  even  in  the  preface  to  the  work  itfelf :  ^  Nudx 
tantum  iiteias  (inc  u/lis  aut  fpirituum  aut  tonorum  notis 
impreffae :'  and  again,  ^  vifum  eft  prifcam  in  eo  linguae 
illius  vetudatem  majeftatemque  intadam  retinere,  ac 
opusipfum  prnetermilfis  etiam  ipfis  quibufvis  minimis  ap-» 
pendiculis  cxcufum  ad  imaginem  antiquarum  fcriptura* 
rum  publicare."  Yet  whoever  examines  the  Complu- 
tenfian Greek  Tellament,  will  find  that  the  words  are 
reaUy  accented :  of  which  the  editors  in  the  fame  preface 
give  the  following  account,  *  Caeterum  ne  alicui  dubium 
aliquod  podlc  occurrerc,  in  qua  videlicet  fyllaba  accen« 
lum  oporieat  cullocari,  fimplex  tantum  apex  in  poly- 
fyllabis  di6lionrbus  adjedhis  eft;  ci  is  quidem  non  tan- 
quam  Gijsecus  dcccmus,  fed  tanquam  notula  fignumque 
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quo  dirigi  poffit  Ie61or,  ne  in  prolatione,  modulattoneve 
dk:lioniim  aliquando  lahatur/     Now  this  (implex  apex 
is  preciCeiy  the  Greek  acute  accent,  and  ic  is  conftantly 
placed  upon  that  fyllable,  to  which  (he  acute  accent^  ac- 
cording to  the  common  rules  oraccentuation>  belongs,  for 
inflance,  on  the  antepenultimate  of  a^^^<^ec,  and  ai^i#- 
9-01,  on  the  penultimate  of  avd'^eovs,  dv^ftiwrn^  &c.     The 
place  of  the  tone  therefore  is  as  diftin6tly  marked  in  the 
Complotenfian^  as  in  any  other  edition  ;  and  it  is  furely 
a  contradiAion  to  fay,  thai  it  is  printed  fine  ullis  tODO- 
rum  nciis,  and  yet  to  acknowledge  that  a  fimplex  apex 
(which  is  the  actite  accent  itfelf)  is  placed  over  the  fyl* 
>able  to  which  the  tone  belongs.     Further,  ic  is  faid  in 
the  preface,  that  this  apex  being  defigned  as  a  guide  to 
karner^,  is  placed  only  over  polyfyllables ;  yet  whoevei 
examines  the  work  itfelf  will  find,  that  it  is  placed  over 
every  diflyllable  without  exception.     At  the  fame  time 
It  muft  be  acknowledged,  that  the  Complutenfian  Greek 
Teftament  fo  far  differs  from  the  common  editions,  that 
no  fcparate  mark  is  ufed  for  the  circumflex  or  the  grave 
accent :  the  place  of  the  circumflex  being  fijpplied  by 
the  acvite  accent,  which  is  alfo  printed  over  the  laft  fyl- 
labfe  of  words,  v^here  the  grave  accent  is  printed  in  the 
common  editions. 

9.  Accents  afford  no  proof  that  a  manufcript  is  mo- 
dern; for  they  are  found  in  feveral  very  ancient  manu- 
fcripts  written  even  with  uncial  letters;  for  inftance, 
the  Vaticanus,  Claromontanus,  Sangermanenfis,  Regius 
4861.  Codex  Wolfii,  &c.  Perhaps  there  are  as  many 
ancient  manufcripts  in  uncial  letters,  which  have  accents, 
as  thofe  which  have  not.     See  Note  29.  to  ch.  xiii. 

10.  See  Note  347.  to  chap.  viii.  feft.  6.  where  the 
qucftion  is  clearly  decided  in  the  negative. 

'  P>^GE   435. 

'  II.  If  the  editors  of  the  Complutenfian  Greek  Tefta- 
ment had  ufed  this  mark  in  thofe  cafes  only,  where  the 
<» reek  text  differs  from  the  Latin,  as  our  author  fup- 
pofcs,  this  argument  might  be  admitted  in  favour  of  the 

affertion, 
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affiertion)  that  tbe  Greek  text  of  this  edition  has  not  beea 
altered  from  the  Latin,  But  I  have  found  numberJefsex* 
amples  where  this  noark  is^ufed,  though  there-is  nodiSer- 
cnce  wbatfoever  between  the  Greek  and  Latin  texts.  Far 
inftaoce  i  John  v«  7.  Quoniam  tres.funt  OO3OCO0O 
qui  teftimonium  dant,  though  here  is  no  omilfion,  the 
Greek  being  •n  rfm  u^tp  01  ptdc^ Tv^yyric.  It. was  therefove 
by  no  means  the  intention  of  the  CompluceiiGaa  editors 
to  point  out  by  this  mark  the  difference  between  the 
Greek  and  the  Latin  texts;  and  they  had  evidently  no 
other  obje£l  in  view,  in  the  infertipn  of  this  mark,  than 
CO  dilate  the  Latin  text,  as  often  as  it  occupied  lefs  fpace 
than  the  Greek,  and  vice  verfa,  in  order  that  both  co- 
lumns might  correfpond  line  for  line* 

12.  That  the  Greek  text  1  John  v.  7.  in  the  Com- 
plutendan  edition  is  a  mere  tranOation  of  one  of  the 
editors,  is  probable,  becaufe  the  paffage  is  found  in  not  a 
fingle  ancient,  and  in  only  two  modern  manufcripts,  the 
Montfortianus  and  the  Ravianus>  the  latter  of  which  is 
only  a  copy  of  this  edition ;  and  in  the  former  the  text 
is  very  different  from  that  in  the  Cbmplutenfian  edition* 
It  cannot  therefore,  as  in  the  third  edition  of  Erafmus, 
have  been  taken  from  this  manufcript:  though  on  the 
other  hand,  it  is  not  impoffible  that  they  found  it  in 
fome  modern  MS.  in  which  the  paffage,  as  in  the  Cad« 
Montfortianus,  had  been  alr^dy  tranflated.     The  quel** 
tion  can  never  be  decided,  becaufe  the  MSS«  which  thty 
ufed  are  either  deftroyed,  or  are  at  lead  unknown.   .  It 
is  however  of  no  importance,  whether  the  paffage  was. 
tranflated  by  a  Complutenfian  editor,  or  by  a  tranfcriber 
of  the  fifteenth  century.     That  the  Latin  Vulgate,  as 
printed  in  the  Complutum  edition,  had  peculiar  influ- 
ence on  the  Greek,  in  the  whole  of  this  paffage,  is  not 
to  be  denied,  for  the  claufe  xai  •!  t^ci;  ik  to  c»  u^^j  im- 
mediately  preceding  nf  rnv  fAafju^tapj  which  is  omitted 
in  not  a  fingle  ancient  Greek  manufcriptj  nor  in  our 
printed  editions^  though  in  fome  few  manufcripts  of  the 
Vulgate,  13  rejected  from  the  CJompluium  edittony  for. 
no  other  reafon  than  becaufe  it  is  tjiere  wanting  in  the 

Latin 
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Latin  text:  fo  that  this  claufr,  which  in  the  common 
editions  occurs  twice,  occurs  there  only  once,  ai^d  thai 
CKaAiy  in  the  place^  where  it  doea  not  occur  in  the 
Greek  manufcrtpts.  The  chcumftance  Hkewife  proves^ 
that  the  Coonplutenfian  editors  ni;Kle  tik  of  modern  ma« 
nufcripts  of  the  Vulgate,  for  this  final  claufe  oF  the 
eighth  vrrfe  is  found  in  aU  the  copies  of  the  Vulgate^ 
which  were  written  before  the  Lateran  council  held  in 
the  year  11^15. 

PACE  436. 

ij.  This  very  modern  manufcrfpt,  wFiich  Erafmus 
calls  Britannicus,  is  no  other  than  the  Codex  Monifor- 
.  tianus,  as  appears  from  Note  220.  to  ch.  viii,  fed.  6. 

14.  The  proper  queltion  to  be  afked  fcrems  to  be  the 
following,  *  Did  not  the  Comphiienfian  editors,  in  con- 
fequence  of  a  too  high  opinion  of  the  Vulgate,  and  a 
miftaken  zeal  for  the  Chriftian  religion,  introduce  fome- 
times  into  the  Greek  text  readings  of  the  Vulgate,  which 
they  did  not  find  in  the  Cre^k  pianufcripts  ? 

PACE  438, 

15.  But  Grieibach  makes  a  proper  diftinEiion  hetweeir 
the  Greek  reading  awm,  which  can  ^efer  only  to  *  Chrifti,' 
and  the  Latin  reading  ^  ejus,'  which  may  refer  either  to 
Chrift,  or  10  Mary. 

16.  But  it  is  the  reading  of  the  Arabic  verfion  pub- 
liihed  by  Erpenius.  *" 

pAoa  439- 

17.  As  the  controverfy  between  Semler  and  Goeze, 
relative  to  the  Compl^utenfian  Bible,  was  conducted  in 
German,  it  might  be  expeded  that  a  fliort  abftrad  fhould 
be  given  of  it  in  thefe  notes;  but  as  this  would  take  up 
too  much  room,  I  will  quote  only  the  titles  of  the  prin- 
cipal publications^  for  the  fake  of  thofe  who  aire  ac- 
quainted with  German,  and  who  may  wi(h  to  examine 
lie  fubjeft  mofe  minutely^ 

Scmlcr'i 


NOTES    TO    CHAJf.    XIU    SKCT.    I«  %^t 

Semler's  hiltorirche  und  kritiTche  Saromlungen  iiber 
die  fo  ^enannten  Beweis-Stellen  in  dcr  Dogmatik,  Vol« 
I.  Halle  1764,  8vo* 

Goezen's  Vertheidigung  der  Complutcnnrchen  Bibel 
infonderheit  des  Neuen  TeftaiBents  gegen  die  Wetftein* 
ifchen  und  Semlerfcben  fiefchuldigungen,  Hamburg 
^765,  8vo. 

Semler's  genauere  Unterfuchung  der  fchlechten  Be- 
fcbaflpenheic  des  zu  Alcala  gcdruckten  Ncuen  Telia- 
memsj  Halle  1766,  8vo. 

Goezen's  ausrUhrlichere  Vertheidigung  des  Complu« 
tenfifchen  Neuen  Teftaroencs,  Hamburg  1766,  8vo. 

Semler*s  hiftorirche  und  krttifcbe  Sammlungen  iiber 
die  fogenannien  Beweis-Stellen  inder  Dogmatik,  Vol.  1 1. 
Halle  1768- 

Goezens  Fortfetzunj?  der  ausfiihrlichcren  Vertheidi- 
gung des  Complutenfilchen  Grierchirchen  N.  1\  nebfl 
einer  Sammhing  der  vornehmRen  VerTchiedenheiten  des 
Crundtextes  und  der  Vulgata  derfelben,  Hamburg  1 769, 
8vo. 

It  was  the  principal  obje6l  of  Goeze  to  Tupport  the 
authenticity  of  i  John  v.  7.  and  as  this  pal(age  is  in  the 
Ccmplutenfian  Bible,  he  defended  the  antiquity  and 
value  oF  the  Greek  manufcripts,  from  which  he  fuppofe^l 
that  paflfage  had  been  taken,  and  not  tranflated  from 
the  Latin.  Semler's  obje6t  was  to  fliew  the  fpurioufnefs 
of  this  paflTage,  and  at  the  fame  time  to  fupport  the 
opinion  of  Wctdcin,  that  the  text  of  the  Complutrnfian 
Greek  Teftameni  in  general  is  of  little  value.  Now  in 
this  controverfy  two  queftions  have  been  united,  which 
ought  to  be  feparated.  1.  Whether  1  John  v.  7.  be 
genuioe.  a.  Whether  the  nianufcripts  ufed  by  the  Com- 
plutenfian  editors  were  ancient  and  Vdluable :  for  the  one 
might  be  denied,  though  the  other  were  affirmed,  fince 
editors  who  ufed  the  bed  manufcripis  might  interpolate 
a  fpurious  paffage.  The  former  qu^ftion  is  at  prefenc 
clearly  decided  in  the  negative.  In  regard  to  the  lattec, 
I  am  too  little  acquainted  with  the  Complutenfian  Bible 
to  be  able  to  form  any  judgement;  it  is  fufiicicnt  there- 
fore 


fore  to  add,  that  Criefbach  accedes  to  the  opinion  of 
Wetftein  and  Semler,  and  fays,  in  the  preface  to  the 
fecond  volume  of  his  Greek  Teftamen^  ^.  16.  Com- 
plotenfes  non  ktbuerunt  codices  GnsetOA,  nifi  pauoos, 
rocentesy  exigui  fere,  ^fi  «d  lefkicifttm  borticatetir  fpedes^ 
pretii^  •        . 

Thus  far  I  had  written  in  the  firft  edition  <>fthef4 
notes :  but  fltice  that  time  I  have  accuvaidy'  c0H«tdi  the 
Gomplucenfian  tiex^  and*  kavo  feeiY  with  my  own^yes,* 
that  Griefbach's  opinion  is  well-founded.      I  have'ta»ii 
mined   the    Complutenfian   edition   throughout  vrhole 
books,  and  have  found*  that  the   readings  of  ancient 
manufcripts,  which  are  not  at  the  fame  time  contained 
in  modern  manuicripis,  are  not  contained  in  the  Com-" 
pIutcnGan   edition.     There  is  no  reafon    therefore  to 
fuppofe,  that  the  editors  ufed  ancient  MSS.  fince  they 
inferled  no  readings,  but  fuch  as  are  found  in  modern 
MSS.     And  the  very  numerous  diflPerences  between  the 
Qotnplgtenfian  text»and  that  of  ancient  MSS.  efpeciallv 
of  the  celebrated  Codex  Vaticanus  (fee  above.  Chap*  VUL 
note  347)  prove  thatthe  editors  either  were  not  iu  pofict- 
fion  of  ancient  mahufcripts,  or,  what  is  the  Came  tbimg 
in  our  prefent  inquiry,  did  not  form  tlie  Compiuteniian 
text  from' them.     With  rciped  to  the  charge  brought 
againft  the  Complutenfian  editors,  that  they  modelled 
their  Greek  text  according  to  the  Vulgate,  I  have  found, 
that  in  general  it  is  not  true.     For  though  in  fome  few 
Jingle  paflages,  as  Matth.  x.  25.   1  John  v.  7.  they  foU 
low  the  Vulgate  in  oppofiribrj  to  ill  the  Greek  n»tiu- 
fcripts,  there  are  more  than'  two  hundred*  pwffages  !rr  the 
GatboUc  Epiftlesy  in:  which  the  Obm|)lutenGab  Qritk 
te«t  differs  from  the.  test  of  the  Vljigat^  as  primCd  In 
^the  Compluttofiati  edifi6n/  i      . 

•    •     .,       ««'....«    I'       •         .    .  ..     J. ;     i«  ••***."»• . 
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18.  The  reading  of  the  Complutenfian  edition  is  not 
fK  Bt?^Xf ffrt.,  bm  ikgf^tfBn^Mifi^.  The  ediliofw  obpied  from 
tbar  o(  Compiyiuin^  le  wi)ich  * «Iuf.  idMhot.  aUQde«|-.  are 
the  Planrio,?  a Dd«tbe  Geneva  ediuons.  .*    ^     • 

PACE 
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19.  TbU  very  circiimAance  may  conFoIe  us  for  their 
lofs,  for,  ai  rockets  arc  not  made  of  velium,  it  is  a  cer** 
tain  proof  that  the  MSS.  were  written  on  paper,  and 
therefore  of  no  great  antiquity.  Ic  is  true  chat  our  author 
calls  them  vellum  MSS.  on  account  of  the  words  *  como 
membranas  inutiles,^  quoted  in  his  note.  But  the  word 
^  como*  makes  this  ezpreiGon  too  indeterminate,  to  lead 
10  any  certain  cooclufioa 

rAOs  448. 

ao.  Our  author  gives  here  fome  examples  from  the 
book  of  Revelation,  in  which  the  Codex  Guelpherby- 
tanus  C.  agrees  with  theComplutenfian  edition.  For 
inftance,  ch.  v.  B.  they  both  omit  01  before  uxortrirra^ir, 
ch.  vii.  15.  have  ry  ^fov»  fof  r«  ^foi^s,  ver.  16.  in,  a^'a/tm 
for  fTi,  9}%  fAn.  He  has  given  feveral  other  examples,  but 
on  comparing  thefe  with  the  lift  of  readings  in  KnittePs 
own  publication,  I  have  found  them  to  be  errata,  which 
I  have  not  taken  the  pains  to  cor  red,  as  they  feem  to  be 
of  no  importance. 

at.  The  mark,  to  which  our  author  alludes,  was  not 
intended  to  point  out  the  difference  between  the  Greek 
•od  Latin  texts.     See  above,  Note  ii. 

PACK  443. 

ta.  From  the  Greek  text  of  the  Complutenfian  edt« 
tion  were  printed  the  following,  viz.  feven  at  Antwerp 
by  Plantin  in  1564,  1573,  1574,  1590,  1591,  i6ot, 
l6ia:  five  Geneva  editions  in  1609,  16199  i6ao,  1628, 
163a;  and  laftly  that  of  Mayntx  in  1753.  Thefe  are 
defcribed  in  Le  Long  Bibl.  facra,  ed,  Mafch,  P.  L  pw 
191—195. 

EDITIONS    BY    ERASMUS. 

sg.  The  origin  and  progrefs  of  the  editions  by  EraC^ 

«ius  is  related  at  full  length  in  Wetftein*s  Prolegomena, 

Vo^II.  Hhh  p.iao 


.  I 
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p.  1 20 -—141.  and  in  he  Long.  BibK  facra,  ed.  Mafch, 
P.  I.  p.  a8i — 292. 

xiif.  Sec  Matuafre  Annates  Tvpographici,  Tool  1 1. 
Purs  prior,  p..i.  Ni>ie  e. 

1  25.  The  firft  edition  of  £rafmu.%  which  was  finifhed 
in  1516,  was  not  only  not  beg4]n  in  15139  but  not  rvni 
propofed  CO  Erafmus  before  ApfH  17th,  1515 :  for  Rbc* 
nanus,  in  a  leit^r  addrefled  to  him  from  Balel  wich  tkia 
date,  writes.  Petit  Frpbemus  abs  xt  Novam  Tefiameii- 
turn,  pro  quo  tantum  fe  daturum  pollicetur,  qtiamum 
aKus  quifquam.  lb.  Not.  b.  And  Erafoiushimfelf  faj^s 
of  hii  firlt  edition,  Prascipitatum  fuit  veritts  quam  edi- 
fum.  The  fubicription  to  this  firft  edition  is  Bafiliae, 
in  tedibus  Johannis  Probenii  Hammclburgenfls,  Menft 
Februario,  Anno  m.d.xvi.  But,  what  is  extraordinarv, 
9nd  Teems  hardly  to  agree  with  the  date  of  Rhenanus's 
letter,  the  preface  to  the  annotations  annexed  to  this  fir  ft 
edition  is  dated,  Bafilce,  m.o.xv. 

PACE  444. 

a6.  The  article  is  not  omitted  before  aAAo;,  in  almoft 
all  our  editions  of  the  Greek  Tcflament;  Wetllein  ajt 
Jeaft  quotes  only  thofe  of  Colinjeus  and  BengeU  The 
bmiflion,  which  may  rather  5c  afcribed  to  the  hurry  of 
Erafmus  than  to  a6lual  defign,  was  correOed  by  Robert 
Stephens;  fee  his  third  edition-,  p.  198;  and  the  article 
js  really  found  before  aAAof,  not  only  m  that  of  Stephens, 
but  in  all  the  common  editions. 

.  97.  This  edition  has  two  dates,  for  the  fubfcriptioi) 
at  the  Doitom  of  p.  565.  is  m.d.xviii.  but  tjje  two  ful- 
towing  pages  are  aated  m.d.xix.  ^ 

• 
P<voE  445- 

28.  The  manufcripis  which  ILrafmus  ufci^.  a^e  Yfaiife 
noted  by  Wetftein  in  the  firft  part  i.  2.  3.  6j»  6gk 
(Proleo.  p.  i«o.)  4.  7.  in  the  (econd  p^rt,  >nid  i,  in  the 
JbuTth  ^-art.  ^    r 

'- '  J  ^  \        . 
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PACK    446. 

29.  It  i&  probably  a  miftake  that  two  editions  of  the 
Greek  Teftament  were  printed  at  Strafburg  in  the  fame 
year  1524.  Maittair^,  in  his  Annates  Typograpblci,  T.  If. 
Pars  pofterior,  p.  644.  defcribes  Novuni  Teftameptum 
Grsece  ciira  Fabricii  Gapitonis  editum  apud  Wolfium 
Cephalaeum,  8vo.  Argcntorati  1524 :  but  makes  no  men*^ 
tion  of  any  other  edition  oF  the  Gtcek  Teftament  at 
Siraiburg  in  the  fame  year.  Our  author  Teems  to  have 
confounded  1514  with  1534,  in  which  lad  yearanother 
Straibtirg  edition  of  the  Greek  Teftament  appeared,  but 
this  was  not  modelled  after  ihe  edition  of  Aldus.  Sea 
\jt  Long  Bibl.  facra^  ed.  Mafch,  P.  I.  p.  198. 
.-  30.  This  edition,  which  has  a  preAice  by  Oecdam* 
padiusi- was  re-^printed  in  i535»  with  the  fubfcripibn, 
fiafitem   aptid   Jor  Bebelium,   menlc   Februa>rro,  an. 

M.D.XXXV. 

PAGE    447, 

31.  Dr.  Harwood  has  likewife  a  very  high  opinion  of 
this  edition^  for  in  bis  view  of  the  various  editions' of 
the  claOics,  p.  118.  he  fays,  <  I  have  found  this  edition 
of  the  iireek  Teftamerit  by  Colinacus  by  far  the  beft  and 
luofl  correfcU' 

32.  The  full  title  of  this  edition  is  given  in  Le  Long 
Bibliotheca  (acra,  ed.  Mafch,  P.  I.  p.  302.  It  there  ap- 
pears, that  though  Wetllein  has  afciibed  .to  it  the  title 
editio  fiogardi,  and  our  author  defcribes  Bogard  as  the 
publilher,  that  Bogard  has  no  concern  io  the  publication* 
Some  of  \he  copies  were  fold  in  his  fhop,  and  tfiefe  have 
on  the  title  ^  veneunt  apud  Jacobum  Bogardum/  while 
the  otl.er  copies  have  ^  veneunt  apud  Johannen  Neigny.' 

33.  Three  editions  of  the  Greek  Teftament  were  pub-i 
liftied  by^lifttr  at  Balel,  the  iirft  in  15389  the  fecond 
io  1540,  the  third  in  154.3*  .See  a  dcicription^uf  ihcm 
io.  Le  .Long  Bib..facr4,  cd  Mafch,.  P.  I.  200.  Now 
the  title  of  the  third  corrci'pond^  to  that  which  is  heie 
given  by  our  author  and  dated  by  him  1544.  Kis  date 
therefore  is  probably  a  miftake,  and  ought  to  be  1543. 

H  h  h  2  I^c 
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It  is  true  that  Maittaire  in  his  Annales  Typographic 
Tom.  III«  Pars  prior,  p.  357.  mentions  a  fourth  ednion 
by  Pldter  in  1544,'^^^  he  acknowtrdges  that  he' had 
never  ieen  it,  and  that  he  relies  on  the  authority  oT\Le 
Long.  Now  Dr.  MaibH  in  the  place  above  qnofed'  fays^ 
Addit  Le  Long  editionem  iterataili  anno  15443  de  qua 
vero  omnino  dubito. 

'  34.  Eip  tir  ir«^f[fiif  for  IV  w  xdL^ify^  is  found  in  no  MS. 
and  in  no  other  edition  rand  as  it  not  only  ahers  the  fenle 
as  bur  author  rertiarks,  but  even  deftroys  h,  it  is  on* 
doubtediy  an  error  of  the  prefs* 

PACE  488i. 

35.  Our  author  mentions  only  feven  editions  takci) 
from  the  text  of  Erafmusi  but  they  amount  .to  upward^a 
of  twenty.  See  Le  Long,  fiib,  facra.  ed«  Mafch,  P.  I^ 
p.  196— aog, 

EDITIONS    BY    R.    STEPHENS. 

3,6.  Prima  Stephani  editio  Comphitenfem  feqo&ur 
preffius,  quidque  ipfe  probarit  magts  indteart :  fetuoili 
uem,  fed  admixtis  erratis  pluribus :  in  tenia,  £rafmi  rdla 
tioni  q[uintSb  vix  ufpiam  mutaiae  marginem  variitate  >edi* 
tionis  Complucrnfis  ei  MSS.  fuof  um  diftinftunfi  oppotlit. 

Sec  Grielbach's  Pref.  to  the  gd.  Vol.  of 
his  Greek  Teftament^  p.  24-^^6; 

37.  Wetftein,  in  his  Prolegomena,  p.  143,  144.  Im* 
dearly  (hewn,  that  H.  Stephens  was  the  perioa^bo  eoi* 
latcd  the  manufcripts  for  the  editions  pubiilbcd  by4iia 
fkiher  R.  Stephens.  Now  it  is  generally  fuppbfcd^  ariMl 
it  islikev^ifeafTertrcF  by  our  author,  in  treating  of  tiit 
CddiMs  Stcphamici/thAi  all  the  fixtecn  manofcripts  (im^ 
eluding  the  C()«iplui«hf}«n  edition)  which  ai^oomlw 
•R.  Sifpb0n<5  editiort  of  155O)  had'  beeta  ilolbiieift  pr^ 
tibM  to  the  firft  edflidh  ot  1546;  ^  Bftt  %i^e  naft  «xc«pi 
Mieiaft  iht^  Codeij  |9j*wfaf«h  tiditld  nm  llaW  be%»ifotlMed 
imnafter  th^  year  pgif,  ^Wca«ft  thi>»  tMiMnipc  in^ 

collated 
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coilaied  in  kaly^  aod  H.  Stephens  did  not  go  im^  liB\y 
before  that  year*  See  Maituire  Hi(loriaStephiifiorru$q^ 
p«  204— -t07.  Nor  does  R.  Stephens  fay  a  fy liable ;aboiH 
any  manofcrfpt  collated  in  Italy,  in  the  preface  to  M$ 
two  firft  editions^  though  he  pariicolarly  mentions  ti^ 
manufcript^  borrowed  from  the  royal  library.  ]( is  irui^ 
that  in  the  preface  to  the  edition  of  1 550  he  fMreuads  to 
have  regulated  the  text  of  hia  two  firft  editions^  by  the  .^ 
eiitfads  from  aU  the  manufcripts  which  be  quotes  in  the 
third ;  but  this  was  probably  done  with  no  otjier  vi^w^ 
than  to  enhance  the  value,  and  promote  the  fate  of  bia 
former  publications. 

38.  That  is,  Robert  Stephens  has  noted  in  the  margin 
of  his  edition  five  hundred  and  ninety-eight  re^inffs  of 
the  Complutenfian  text,  which  diflPer  from  his  own.  Bu^ 
Mill,  on  collating  the  two  ^ditions,  found  that  the^  dif- 
fered in  above  feven  hundred  inftaiices,  ih  addiuoh  to 
tbofe  which  Stephens  had  marked,  fo  th^  the  W^cfib 
number 'amounts  to  at  lead  thirteen  hundred.  S^e  MilKs 
Prolegomena,  ^  1226.  j  i  i       j 

39.  See  Miirs  Prolegomena,  (  laao.'^  ifti^jAis  <&m6 
y^ar  another  edition  was  prrnteo  at  Parij^,f;preci(t;])r'>af 
&be  fame  fiae,  and  with  type$  fo  nearly  refembling  th^db 
of  the  two  firft  editiona  of  R.  Stephens^  that  YJihotlt 
due  attention,  che  one  might  be  miftakenfor  jh^  oth$)r. 
.The  title  is  Tn  aaiHii  ii^^itrnt  aira»T«,  Novum  Tefta* 
meiuum.  Parifiis,  impenfis  viduis  Arnoldt  Birkmanni, 
1549.  i6mo.     At  the  end  is,  Excudebat  Lutetiae  PariG- 

jpjuin  fiene^idus  Prasvotms,  typographtis,  in  vico.^re* 
itientelio,  ad  qlaufugi  .Brua^llum,  iTub  infigni  ftelia^  at4r 
^at§  anno  m.dxlix.  I.dibus  Martiis.  fiat  it  c^Hififta.of 
two  volumes;  and  tiiene  are  no  Greek  lettect  to  jjle 
-taargin  eoipreffive  .9fi«tlie  ancient  Greek  cbapjU^li  as  in 
lie  editionfl  by  R.  Stephens.  It  feems  Co  b^  ntflbitiig 
n0re  ihafi  a  re-^impreffion  of  R«  Stephens's  firft  e^piu 
he  Long,  in  hia  Bibi  iacra,  P«  I«,  p.,at5. 44*  Nfafd|« 
f|ieiKiona  another  edition  of  Uie  fame  fise,aQd  printed  ft 
i^aria  in  the  (aaie  year^  with  tbc  ^cy  (mM  fnkikripHPm 
km  ioftead  (AfiMkmaiui»  (be  naxB«  of  ^ai«bia4i.Qrilll^ 
'  '     ..  Hh  b3  ^    title 
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title  pajjc.     I  have  never  feen  it:  but  it  is  prCbaMy  die 
lame  cditionj  wiih  a  different  litle-page. 

40.  The  three  firft  anH  fifth  of  the  editions  of  Robert 
Stephens  were  publifhed  at  Paris,  the  fourth  at  Geneva. 
The  two  firft  arein  i2mo.  and  have  no* various  readings: 
ihe  third  which  is  in  folio  is  on^  of  the  moft  elegant 
editions  that  v  ere  ever  piinted,  and  has  tfie  readings  6f 
Stephens's  tnarinfcripts  in  the  margin.  In  the  fifth,  va- 
riou«  readings  'arc  printed  at  the  end.  They  are  defcribed 
in  Le  Long  Bib.  facfrV,  ed.  Mafch,  P.  I.  p.  208 — 2 1 4. 
305—307.  The  edirions  which  were  pi  inted  from  thofe 
uf  Robert  Stephens  are  defcribed  ib.  p.  215-*— 221. 

E  D  r  T  1  O  K  S    BY    B  E  Z  A. 

•  •  *  ■ 

PAG|  449.    • 

41.  I  haVc  given  a  h'teral  tranfl<ition  of  this  fentencc^ 
but  I  do  not  e^aftly  comprehend  its  meaning.  The 
Words  (ccm  to  import,  that  Bexa  procured  Stephens^s 
edition  of  1550,  in  which  various  reading^  had  been 
^licten  i){^  the  margin,  in  addition  to  thofe  ^thich  are 
printed  in  that  edition.  In  writinc  this  fentence  our 
author  had  probably  in  view  the  following  paflage  in 
Miri's  Prolegomena,  {  1258.  Paulo  poll  evuigaram  2 
Rob.  Stephint)  N.  T.  editionem  illam  nobiliflimam  anno 
1550,  Henricus  ejtis  fih'us,  noiativ  ad  orahi  Sftiu's  ctliti- 
ofiis  IcQionibus  variantibus  Ed.  Complulcnfis,  el  quin« 
dectm  MSS  exemplarium,  adj<iccrat  variationes  aliorum 
decern  codicum,  ei  cdilibnum  penc'  omnium  quae  Ste- 
phaniram  prarcefferanr.  Hcc  exemplar  Robertas  Thto- 
rforb  Bt  zae  fuo  in  manus  tradidill  flui  for  this  aflenion 
Mill  had  no  hiftoiical  evidence,  and  the  whole  relatioti 
has  no  other  ground  than  the  ioljbvwiAg  paflage  inBeza's 
preface  (ohis  edition  6f  the  Greek  Tellament  (fign.  iiii. 
ed.  1580.  Ad  haec  omnia  acceflit  exefhphtr  ex  5te- 
-phani  ndOrribibhotheca  cum  vigiftlfqHfftque  phis  iniiitts 
Aanufcripiis  codicibus,  et  omnibus  pene  impreflis  ab 
Henrico  Stephano  ejus  £1^  etjpaterrt^  fedulrtMis  faaerede, 
<}{^  efiligentififim^  coliirffm.     Nbti^  'ts  tilly  'fl^n  ma- 

nufcripts 
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tiuFcripts  are  quoted  in  R.  Stephens'^  edition  of  i550»dnd 
fieza  ufes  the  expreflion  viginti  quinque,  Miil  concluded 
that  H.  Stephens  collated  ten  other  manufcripts  after  the- 
publication  of  the  edition  of  1550,  that  the  readings  of 
the  ten  additioOftl  maourcripis  were  added  to  ihofe  of  the 
other  firteeny  and  that  theediticm  of  1550,  thus  enriched 
v/ith  written  marginal  readings,  was  prefented  to  Theo« 
dore  Beaa.  But  as  Henry  Stephens  himfelf  has  never 
given  the  lead  hint  of  this  fecond  collation  of  mariu-* 
Icripts,  Wetftein  (Prol.  p,  145.)  contends  that  the  words 
'  viginti  quinque  plus  minus'  are  hyperbolical,  and  that 
proper  allowance  muil  be  madeipr  Beza's  lax  mode  of 
expreflion:  *  verba  hyperbolica  ^^:7x.  eilb  coinmoda  in- 
terpretatione  mollienda/  A  more  ingenious  folucion  is 
that,  which  afcribes  the  inaccuracy  not  to  Beza  himfelf, 
but  to  the  printer:  namely,  it  has  been  fuppofcd  thac 
Beza  wrote  xv  codicibu.s,  the  number  of  manufcripts 
aQtiatly  quoted  in  Stephens's  margin;  chat  xv  was  mif^ 
taken  for  xxv,  and  that  hence  arofe  the  expreffion 
*  viginti  quinque!  in  Beza's  preface.  Now  all  thefe  ex- 
planations of  Mill,  W  etlieip,  &c.  reft  on  the  fuppofitioQ 
that  by  the  words  *  Exemplar  ex  Stcphani^noltri  bibli- 
otheca/  Beza  undcrftood  R.  3iephens's  edition  of  1550. 
But  if  this  had  been  Beza's  meaning,  he  would  rather 
have ^aid.Edi tip  Stephanica  au.  1556,  oreditio  Stephanl 
ter/Cia,  and  would  hardly  have  ufcd  the  indeterminate  ex« 
predion  £xemf»lar,  without  any  thing  to  fix  its  meaning. 
Befide3)  if  he  had  meant  the  printed  edition  of  1550, 
and  the  words  viginti  quinque  are  to  be  undcrftood,  not 
literally,  with  Mrll,  but  hyperbolically  with  Wetftein^ 
why  was  it  neceff<<ry  for  him  10  have  recoucfe  to  the 
library  of  R,  Stephens  in  particular,  when  he  might  have 
procuied  it  from  ^cry  booUfclkr  in  Europe,  ^y  the 
word  '  exemplar'  therefore  I  would  rather  underftand 
fome  printed  edition  of  the  Greek  T^ftament,  prior  to 
any  of  ihofe  of  R.  Stephens,  in  which, Hi  Stephens  had 
ootedy  either  in  the  margm,  or  on  blank  leaves,  if  the 
book  was  interleaved^  the.  readings  of  thofemanufcfiptsy 
which  he  bad  dilated  for  his  faciei 's  editions.  We  know 
,      .  H  b  h  4  tor 
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for^'Ocrtain  that,  vhate^r  w^a  the  modt  adapted  iqr 
H.  Stcphcfis  in  fojiiiirv;  his  coltefkion-of  variouB  rnd* 
iog0,  the  colk£Uon  itfelf,  a«  written  by  H.  9iq>befis, 
Cime.ima  the  haiid»  6f  Beza.     See  Wetflein's  Proi. 
P-  ^46*  '  We  know  HkejMrtfe^  Uiat  iboogk  only  fiftcea 
sanufcripts,  are  quoted  in  Stephens^  niargtn,  a  amch 
grtaicjr  numiMr  were  examined  by  Hehrj  Stephens,  if 
HOC  coUaied :  fotfhe  fays  in  -his  preface  to  the  edkioo  of 
1587  (fee  Wer&ein*s  ProJ*  p.  143)  Plufqoam  4r%nrfa 
y€t£xcB  fcriptmaB  libro^vidif  partim  io  regis  GaUiat  brb* 
liothecas  (quorum  autoritatem  et  fidem  pater  mtvs  in  iHa 
cditione  grandi  ftcutus^ft)  partim  in  Italiaia.     AH  tbefe 
circumftancea  are   in  Favoitr  of  the  above^memioncd 
liypothclisj  that  Beza  underftood  by  the  nvord  *  cxcm* 
pW'  Henry  Stephens-^  autograpk     For  as  Beza  kaew 
thai  H^  Stephens  hadyEr^a  upwavda  of  ibiriy  mamafcrqptSi 
)mt  tbat'pnly  ffi^tniffCTe  actually  attoitd  in  the  editioo  of 
15501  he  night  eafily  lake  lone  indeterminate  nediofn, 
and  ule  the  expreffion  J^xdopiar  jciun  vigtnd  quimiue 
plus,  minus  MStU  codicibuacollatuiDi  as  be  probably  did 
.|iot  knoar  the  precife  number  that  was  aQuaUycbibied, 
And  as  the  fub}e£l  related  not  to  the  printed  text^  but 
^  only  to  tbe  marginal  readings  a^riuen  by  Heory  Stephens, 
ive  fiqe  the  n^afon  why  Bc^aAifed  the  gcaeral  term  £x* 
finpUr,  ivitb^ut  thiaktng  it  ncccfiary  to  roe^ifir  tbe.par* 
licular  ediiioiK  \ 

.  4a.  Our  author  is  perfe&ly  accurate  \m  defcribing  the 
.  edition  of  .15651  as  the  firft  edition,  which  Be|A  pub- 
lifted  of  the  Greek  Teftament«  For  though  Beta's 
|«atin  cranQation,  which  fiift  appeared  in  15^,  wes  re? 
prim^  iQ  2559,  accompaniwi  with  the  Greek  text,  yet 
;  as  that  Greckficxt  w^^  nothing  more  than  a  re*impreffioQ 
of  R.  Stephens'a^  fourth ,« edition,  jiadoesnot  belong  to 
|he  ferie^pf  editiona  ipubli(bed  tbjr  ^za^ .  See  Wctftein's 
Prplegooima^  .p.  14^*  apd  ^^e^ljofig.  Bib.  (acm,.cd. 

1   fih^i^  tbededtcaiioo  !'.<^hriftai0^JeAofl^  a^chuBeza 
has  prefixed  to  hi^^^ivomof  45^9^  hto&yt|,lHte  nodo 

coa 
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cum  vsriis  fipt^ndtem  Grsecoruoi  codicunr  a  Roberto 
•Stephana  citatoruin  ie&ionibus,  Ac.     In  the  edilron  of 
15989  he  4aya»  Atmus  agkur  quadragefimus  ^candai, 
Chriiiiane  ie^Mr,  ex  quo  N.  T.  Lathmm  incerpretatioiieai 
^oiendare  fum  aggreffus,  Grscn  oontextQ  noxi  modo  cuiti 
mvvendecim  veuiHiffiiMi  manufcripcis^  i8cc;     Now  ihefe 
two  accounn  do  not  comradid  each  other,  becaafe  in 
the  word  novndedm  in  the  iaft  edirion;  Beita  meant  to 
include  his  own  two  manufcripts/   But  it  is  dlflBcuh  to  * 
explain  Beza's  mifUkr,  in  faying  ijhat  fevemeen  manu- 
(criptsare  quoted  in  the  margin  of  R.  StephensV  edition 
of' 1 550,  when  R.  Stephens  htmfelf  expref^ly  declares  in 
the  preface  to  that  edition  that  he  quotes  only  fixtee^^ 
inciuding  the  Compluteitfian :  9iXi&  though  there  j^e 
many  errata  in  Stephens's  Ofargin,  the  number  m  or  t/ 
has  never  been  difcovered  in  it«     Perhaps  however  the 
miilake  was  occa&oned  in  the  foHowi^g  manner.'  ^  MTo 
ibmeiimes  fay  that  the  number  of  manufcripts  queued  by 
Stephens  amounted  to  lixteen,  at  ocher,  times  we  fay  that 
rhey  amounted  x>nly  to  fifteen,  according  as  we  iridude 
the  CotfMiiutenfian  edition^-  or  not.     Beza  therefore  ^in 
writing  vis  dedication  might  have  a  genera)  recolie8ion 
of  fixreen  manufcripts,  and  forget  that  the  Comptutehfitin 
iras  included  in  that  computation  :  in  which  cafe,  as  he 
knew  that  it  was  dually  quoted,  he  might  itddll  fo  Ihe 
iixteen,  and  thus  defcribe  Stephens's  manuferipM  laid  Be* 
ing  one. more,  than  they  really  were.  *      \ 

Another  charge  of  ftill  greater  inaccuracy  fs  laid  to 
Beta  by  Wetftein,  ProK  p.  t^8.  FcediflSmi/m  ittudeQi 
quod  circa  varias  ledlionesa  R.  Slepb^mo  A^  I550edi.^s 
cominifit:  cum  entna  ex  pva^fatione  Stephani  f^et  xv 
iantt^m  MSios  Codices  ab  eo  confultos  et  cum  edilli 
eoliaros  fuifle,  nan  veritus  eft  eorum  numerum  augete^ 
de  viginti  quinque  plu&  minus  manuf^ript^  Stephani  co» 
didbiis  in  praciatioiie  locoius.  Bui  >fhirctiarg«  refts  on 
the  fuppoGtion  that  the  word  *  I^ettiplai^  in  Beza's  pre* 
hoi  fignifies  R.iSicphens^  edition  of  r^50|  which  is  im« 
pro^fe,  as  gppeass  from  Noie  4-^« 
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PAGE  449.. 

44.  Oar  author  has  ne^lcdcd  to  mention  the  edition 
()f  15981  which  wa:»  the  iad  edition  publi(bcd  by  Beza 
himlcif.  It  is  defcribed,  as  well  as  thejour  preceding 
editions  of  1565,  1576,  1582,  and  15899  in  Le  Long 
Bib.  facia,  ed  Mafch,  Tom.  J.  p.  309 — 313,, 

45.  Apparatus  CI iticus,  p».  72.  2da. 

46.  The  Elzevir  editions  follow  the  text  of  Stephens 
much  more  clofely  than  ihat  of  Beza.  See  Le  Long.  Bib. 
facra,ed,  Mafch,  P.  L  p.  926.  The  firft  Elzevir  edition, 
which  was  printed  in  1624,  defer \xs  particuJaily  to  be 
noticed,  becaufe  the  text  of  the  Greek  Teftauient,  which 
had  flu61uaied  in  the  preceding  editions,  acquired  in  this 
a  confidency,  and  fcemed  duiing  upwards  of  a  century 
to  be  cxpofed  to  no  future  alterations.  The  text  of  this 
edition  is  found  in  almoil  all,  that  have  been  priated 
fince  that  period,  artd  to  this  text  Wctflein  himfelf 
adapted  his  various  readings*  See  his  Prolegomena, 
p.  151.  It  has  acquired  therefore  the  title  of  Editio  re- 
crpta,  and  the  cxpreliion  textus  ab  omnibus  reQ|Dtus,  of 
which  the  editors  bead  in  their  preface,  has  blV*  really 
propheiic.  But  that  it  deferves  not  the  title  of  textus  per- 
feftus,  is  evident  from  the  critical  edition  of  Griefbach. ' 

47.  Jo.  Boilii  Veteris  inierpretis  cum  Beza  aliifque 
reccntioribus  collatio  in  quatuor  evatlgeliis  et  apoftolo* 
rum  a6is.     Londini,  1655,  ^^^* 
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48.  Mill,  in  his  Prolegomena,  {  1298.  icjaie?  that 
this  edition  was  taken  from  that  of  Robert  SLcphens  the 
younger,  piloted  at  Paris  in  1569. 

PAGE    451. 

49.  This  woik  of  Rumpacus,  which  is  in  very  low 
eduuaiio  I,  J  have  never  rei|^,  and  therefore  cannot  (cU 

whether  be  1  ai  accufed  CurccUseus  jpftly  or  unjuftly.  ^  * 

50.  l^c 


NOTES    TO    CHAP.    XII.    SECT*    I.  86^ 

50.  The  Paris  Polyglot  does  not  confift  of  nine  vo- 
lumes, as  our  author  fays,  but  of  ten  :  and  the  Greek, 
Syriac,  Arabit,  and  Latin  texts  of  the  New  Teftarocnt 
are  not  contained  in  ihe  fifth  volume,  but  in  the  ninth 
and  tenth  volumes. 

PAGE  453.  , 

51.  It  is  not  abfoluiely  certain  that  Fell  was  here  guilty 
of  an  ovcrfight.     Sec  Note  326  to  ch.  vii.  fe€L  6. 

PAGE  454. 

52.  Both  printed  at  Leipzig,  the  one  in  1697,  the 
other  in  J 702. 
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53.  That  Mill  adhered  flrittly  to  the  truths  or,  in 
other  words,  that  he  never  mifreprefcnted  any  fubjeft 
of  criticifm  by  dcfign,  is  an  alfertion  which  no  one  will 
deny  ;  but,  as  we  have  equal  reafun  to  believe  the  fame 
of  Wctftein,  our  author  very  unjuftly  pays  a  compliment 
to  the  former,  at  the  expence  of  the  latter.  The  praifes, 
which  our  author  has  bcftowed  on  the  diligence  of  Mill, 
are  perfefclly  jufl;  but  at  the  fame  lime,  whoever  is  ac- 
quainted with  the  literary  life  of  VVetftein  mud  acknow- 
ledge, that  Weillein's  unremitted  labour  was  hardly  ever 
exceeded  in  any  age,  or  in  any  country, 

PAGE  462. 

54.  This  edition  was  republifhed  at  Leipzig  in  1723; 
at  lead  m^ny  of  the  copies  of  Kiifter's  edition,  have  on 
the  title  pai^e,  Editto  Secunda,  Lipfiae,  fumptibus  Filit 
J.  F.  Glediifchii  1723.  But  Dr.  Mafch,  in  his  editioo 
of  Lel^ong'Bibliothcca  facra,  P.  I.  p.  2^39.  fays,  Editio 
iterata,  uti  libri  titulus  vult:  fed  font  qui  non  fine  veri 
fpecie  affirmant  antiquiorem  editionero  novo  ornatam 
effe  ticulo. 

PAGE  464. 

55.  Critical  examination  o\  the  late  new' text  and  ver- 
fion  of  the  Greek  Teftament  by  Leonard  Twells.  Lon* 
dcM  1732,  8vo. 
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FA&e   466. 

57.  Benge)  himfelf  Tays,  Ne  fylUbam  quidrm,  etiamfi 
mttleMSti,  cnilte  criiici  iiiberens  amchac  non  receptam 
adducar  ut  recipiam.  This  is  the  greaitfd  deference,  as 
Mr.  Bowyer  obferves^  (h<ic  ever  was  paid  to  the  prefs. 

58.  This  charge  is  really  ungrounded,  for  W^tAein 
leaves  us  by  hojneans  in  a  ftateof  uncertainly 9  whacker 
the  common  reading  b«  fupponed  by  no  mstnudnpf,  or 
by  an  hundred  It  is  true  that  he^uoces  in  gebetftl  only 
thofe  manufcripts,  which  have  the  reading  that  differs 
from  his  printed  text,  but  as  we  know  not  only  how 
many  manufcHpts  he  ufed  in  each  part  of  the  Greek  Tef- 
tamcnt,  which  alone  would  be  infufficient,  but  lik<wife| 
partly  from  bis  own  Trolegomena,  partly  (toni  thofe  oJF 
Millf  what  manufcriprs  bare  beep  collated  tivroughout^ 
and  what  have  i>nly  been  confulted  for  p»rtfcular  paffil* 
ges,  wbat  Diauulcripts  are  complete,  and  what  aie  de$ie* 
tivc,  we  are  enabled  to  form  a^olerable  judgement  in  ro- 
g^Fci  to  the  proportion  of  evidence  in  favour  of  the  com* 
iDon  text,  to  chat  which  is  agairift  it«  Nor  is  the  omit 
jgon  ro  bcceofured  as  a  firuh;  for  had  Wetfteid  quoted 
on  all  occafions  the  evidence  in  tavour  of  the  eomikvoa 
readings  as  well  ss  that  againft  ir,  he  would  hav^  fwdtcd 
htf  work  to  at  leaft^our  folio  volumes.  But  if  it  is  really 
^  iauir,  fiengel  in  his  Apparatus  criticus  is  giitky  of  the 
irery  fame ;  for  ttiftcad.  of  quoting  in  ail  cafes  the  evideoea 
pa  both  fides  of  the  queftton,  a»  our  aiubor'^^wOHlsat 
Icaft  imply,  he  qucttes  in  genieral  oniy  in  favoqr  of' iMe 
^diogs^  w^idt  he  either  preferrtel  or  thoughts  worthy  ^f 
noiicej  and  when  he  does  quote*  m^niHbipis  mt  the 
pther  fide  of  the  queftion,  it  is  ia  general  no  dittSi  and 
pefitive  teftiimmy,  -but  only  a  mere  inferences '  *  For  in* 
ftance,  if  fcven  manoicripu  had'fatfcn  eaamined  bf  M4tl 
in  ii  particukr  paflagc  for  a  certain  reading^^atsd  iha| 
readiag  was  qttiMod  oiily  from  fdur^  ha  conckvded  that 
it  was  Jidt  hi  the  oth^r  three^  ami  p«l  them  ^tHrii-  as 

.  cvir 
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evidence  on  the  other  fide.     But  this  conclufion  may  be 
made  by  every  man^  as  eafily  as  by  Bengel. 

WETSTElN's     EDITION. 

'      -  •  (- 

.  *        .      .        •    .  .1 

59.  This  paragraph  is  followed  in  the  German  original 
by  a  long  defcription  of  the  copiroverfy  between  Wet« 
fteifl  and  il^e  clergy  of  Bafd;  which  .  I  bav^  tal&eo  the 
Uberiy  >tQ  omit,  not  only  bec^fe  u  {eem<  foreign  to  the 
prefeatifubjed,  but  becaule  every  reader  may  find  it  at 
full  length  at  ibeeod  of  Wetftein's  Prolegomeaa^ 

-     ?AOB   47t*  '        ■     ,  ' 

.  €o.  On  the  religious  controverfy  which  was  cond\i6ied 
between  Wetftei»and  the  ciergy.m  Bafel^  I  make  00  re^ 
Iftaikt  becaufe  it  feeoos  wbali^ ,  fupenfluous  in  leading  a 
work^  which  is  philological  ami  critical,  to  em^uire  whether 
ike  Mithor  was.  a  meckiber  of  thechurcb  of  Rome^a  fok* 
lower  of  I  utheri  or  a  difciple  of  Galvin^  JBiK,  wlien 
Wetfteio's  honefty  as  a  critic  in  called  in  qoeftion,  tcia 
oe^flary  to  defend  btoi.  Oar  authc^  accofiss  hiivof 
being  gailty  of  a  fiaefit,  that  ia  tnconfifteitt  with  honour 
end  imegr!^»  ^But  m  what  does  this  finefle  confift  ?  Ja 
caBplamtng  the  words  sf  •»  0  Xfcm  -no  xftr«  ^r^k^iut^  0  us  i«i 
mmi^nm  9i9^  ivX#7i9r#c  »»r  ra?  ar«#>«(9  Rom«  4X%  5*  tfiihacjpaTl 
of  the  page,  whfcfa^  allotted  to  the  irairioua  readings; 
Now  this  accufatiofi  iaipUes  not  only  want  of  candooi^ 
but  want  of  actemioii  to  Wetftein's  general  plan.  For 
though  the  inquiry  here  relates  not  tu  a  variation  in  tbe 
words,  it  relates  to  a  variauoo  in  the  ftops;  it  belongs 
therefore  properly  co  that  part  of  the  page  in  which  the 
viriettes  in  the  text  itfeif  are  ^JDainincd.  :  Jtis^srue,  that 
fH>ancteat  maattforrpts  <  cati  bcqu^te^  o«i  this  (bbyed^ 
hm  if  ibis  isan  afguoiem  in  fairour«if  4>ea£Cufatioa^!ati 
nsadinga  that  ace  quoced  irom-  cmicai^coajc&are  ^loufal 
be  referred  to  the  notes  at  ^e^  botSQOi:  of  tlw  pagiSy  fwliidi 
#iiif  atitbor  bimfeif  would  fofcly,  di&pproire.  But  t^rca 
i^  we  adtpinod  tbai  tbcnotsriiiarQiitoproperlTipiacod^^tbe 

only 
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only  inference  would  be  that  Wetftein  had  been  guUty  of 
an  error  in  judgment,  not  of  a  breach  of  honcfty ;  for  if 
his.inteniion  had  been  to  propagate  falfe  principles,  and 
place  them  to  the  bett  .advantage,  he  would  have  gained 
nothing  by  the  prelent  poGtion,  fince  they  would  have 
been  more  vifible  among  the  notes  at  the  bottocn  of  the 
page,  which  are  printed  in  larger  letters  than  thofe  among 
the  various  readings,  and  are  alone  confulted  by  at  leaft 
three  fourths  of  thofe^  who  make  ufe  of  his  edition* 

#•• 
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6i.  No  man,  who  is  acquainted  with  W^ifteiu's  Greek 
TeQament,  will  deny  that  in  the  leiteis,  and  figurest 
which  denote  the  collated  manufcripts,  are  numerous 
errata;  but  the  fource,  which  according  to  our  autborV 
reprefentation  mud  have  been  the  molt  produdive  of 
error,  feeros  to  be  imaginary.  For  it  pre-fuppofea  ibat 
Wetftein  not  only  made  two  diflerent  clafiificaiioni  of 
his  manufcriptSyithe  one  in  the  fir(V,  the  otlier  io  the 
fecond  edition  of  his  Proiiegomena^  but  thai,  he  aJfo 
arranged  under  the  text  of  his  Greek  Tettam<rnt  his  va* 
rious  readings^  Rid  according  to  the  marks  adigned  te 
bis  manufcripts  in  the  (irft  edition  .pf  his  l^rokgodienai 
and  afterwards  altered  thefe  marks  agreeably  to  the  nou* 
tion,  which  is  ufed  in  the  fecond  editipn,  which  was  pre? 
fixed  to^  his  Greek  Teftament.  Our  author  fpeaks  of 
this  alteration  as  of  a  real  fad;  but  there  is  no  hiftorical 
evidence  in  favour  of  iheafleition,  nor  is  it  agreeable  to 
the  rules  of  probability.  » That  ^Wetftein; had  colleded 
his  materials,  that  he  was  in  pofleinon  ofmoflt  Qf  his 
extracts  from  the  manufcripts,  which  he  h^s  quotec^  at 
the  time  when  he  publiQied  his  fir(t  edition  of  the  P.rple* 
gomenain  1730,  may  be  readily- admitted  ;  but  ihai^iiejr 
were  arranged  under  the  text,  in  the  order  in  whicb.thty 
appeared  twenty,  jears  afterwards,  and  i^dX  Wetftein 
employed  this  long  interval  merely  in  iian$fof(i)in^tbe 
ma^ks  from  one  notation  to  the  other,  which  necellar^ly 
follows  from  the  fuppobtioo  that  his  various, g^ftdif^ 
were  arranged  fo  caily  ^   1730^  is  highly  impjrub^ble-i 

and 
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and  when  we  fake  ihc  following  cifcumftance  into  the 
aceount,  is  wholly  incredible.  It  is  well  known  that  ac- 
cording  to  Wetftein's  firft  arrangement  the  manufcripts 
were  divided  into  four  principal  claffes,  the  lad  of  which 
was  fubdivided  into  three  under-clafles,  and  that  the'  no- 
tation in  each  clafs  began  with  N*.  I.  Further,  ihis  claffi- 
(ication  had  no  reference  to  the  contents  of  the  manu- 
fcripcs  as  in  the  fecond  edition,  for  in  the  fame  ciafs 
are  frequently. manufcripts  of  the  Gofpels,  manufcripts  of 
the  epiftles,  See.  It  could  therefore  nevec  have  entered 
into  Wetdein's  imagination  to  quote  by  thefe  mimbers, 
fince  he  would  have  left  his  readers  wholly  in  the  dark 
in  regard  to  the  manufcripts,  which  he  meant.  The  cafe 
is  here  totally  different  from  that  which  we  find  in  his 
Greek  Teftaniem,  where,  though  the  fame  letter  or  figure 
in  the  four  different  parts  frequently  denotes  four  different 
manufcripts,  the  notation  is  fubjed  to  no  confufion,  be- 
'caufe  the  Prolegorriena  prefixed  to  each  of  the  four  parts 
fufiBrcientiy  determine  their  meaning :  whei'eas  the  general 
claffification,  which  Weiftein  firft  adopted  merely  to 
point  out  to  his  readers  the  chronology  and  country  of 
his  manufcripts^  he  could  never  have  intended  as  a  mode 
of  notation  in  quoting  the  various  readings.  It  appears 
.therefore  that  our  author's  apprehenfions  are  unground* 
ed,  and  that  the  transformation,  which  he  fuppofe^  to 
Jiave  been  produQive  of  error,  has  never  exifted. 

PAGE  476. 
62.  Our  author  here  cenfures  Wetftein  very  unjuftiy, 
^nd  the  charge  of  partiality,  which  he  lays  to  that  eminent 
critic^^recotls  upon  himfelf.  Polemical  divinity  muft  be 
totally  feparated  from  facred  criticiTm,  for  a  reading  is 
not  rendered  fpurious  by  its  oppofition  to  an  eflabhfhed 
creed,  nor  genuine  by  their  agreement.  The  text  of  the 
Greek  Tcftament  muft  be  determined,  before  articles  can 
be  formed  from  it,  and  we  argue  in  a  circle,  if  we  con- 
demn a  text  as  fpurious  becaufe  it  contradi6ls  a  theolo. 
gtcal  fyftein,  when  that  very  fyftem  depends  on  the  au- 
thenticity of  the  tcxr.     The  only  bufinpf:^of  a  critic  h 

impariially 
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impartially  to  weigh  the  evidence^  which  may  be  brought 
for  or  againft  a  reading,  and  to  determine  on  that  fide» 
on  which  the  fcale  preponderates.  Now  that  Wetftein 
has  a&ed  agreeably  to  this  principle  in  preferring  &o(*« 
to  Bi9j  Ads  XX*  a 8.  no  man  wiio  tranfgrefles  not  the 
bounds  of  truth  can  deny  :  for^iiris  found  in  not  a  Gngie 
ancient  manufcript  written  in  uncial  letters,  whereas  sv^is 
is  ratified  by  the  authority  of  the  Codd.  Alexandrtnus, 
Ephreni,  CantabrigienGs,  and  Laudanus  3.  See  Grief* 
bach\s  clear  and  impartial  remarks  on  this  paiTage.  For 
the  rejedion  of  ^loc,  1  Tim.  iii.  i6.  Wetftein  haa  the 
fame  proportion  of  evidence  in  his  favour,  fince  here 
again  this  reading  is  found  a  prima  manu  in  not  a  fingle 
ancient  manufcript  in  uncial  letters,  nor  in  a  fingle  an* 
cient  veriion,  except  the  Arabic  which  is  of  very  little 
authority.  See  <}rie{bach's  note  to  tbispaflage.  Wetn- 
ftein  therefore  is  hy  no  means  partial  in  lummiitg  up  the 
evidence  for  this  or  that  particular  reading,  not  even  in 
paQages,  which  relate  to  controverted  points  of  fpecul^ 
tive  theology. 

>AGt    478. 

63.  As  Wetftein^s  Greek Teftament  is  a  kind  of  ftan* 
dard  in  facred  criticifm^  it  is  of  importance  todeterroinei 
whether  the  negligence^  of  which  our  author  complains, 
is  founded  on  faS.  I  have  therefore  carefully  examined 
the  ten  examples  which  he  has  here  produced  as  proo6 
of  his  afleption  i  but  what  is  extraordinary^  there  is  not 
one  among  the  ten  in  which  pur  author  is  not  miftakcn ; 
this  (hort  Note  therefore  contains  not  lefs  than  ten  un« 
grounded  accufations.  To  fet  this  matter  in  a  cle%r  tighti 
I  will  fpecify  from  our  author^s  Curse  in  Adus  Apolto* 
loriim  Syriacos,  to  which  he  refers,  each  particalar 
charge,  and  quote  in  anfwer  v^ai  Wetftein  has  perform* 
ed,  or  negleded. 

AQs  vit.  ^g. 
Cur»,  p.  96.  Mill  quotes  xai  for  a  from  Covet  3,  Wet* 
ftein  omits  this  quotation,  and  quotes  Barocc.  ^. 

Anfwen 
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'  i'Anfwcr.;  WcifteiiTi  docs  not.  quote  Barocc.  3.  He 
<|aotes  only  Cod«  5^8.  which,  in  the  A£l.s  oFihe  Apoftles 
cj^otes.Covel.  5.  Mow.  28*  is  here  an  error  of  che  prefs 
for  26.  which  denotes  Covel.  3.  for  whoever  compares' 
the  quotations  of  Mill  and  We; (lei n  in  the  Afls  of  the 
Apoftles,  will  find  thai  whi^re  tbe'one  has  Covel.  3.  the 
'  Other  iias  ^6, 

,A&s  xii.  14. .     ' 

Cufae,  p.  109.  Mill  quotes  Laud.  3.  for  the  infertion 
^f  nwry  alter  tu'w^i,  which  Wetftern  has  ncglefted. 
'  -Anfwer.  MiH  does  not  qcrote  Laud.  3.  for  the  infer- 
tion of  au<rtt»  0fi\y^  hut  for  Aurta  Tt}»  ditfxvj  ihftead  of  vur 
A«i^«s' and-Wetftcin  q«ote9  the  fame  reading  from  the 
lame  MS. 

Afti  xiii.  1. 

CuraB,*p.  1 10.  N"ote  (*).  f  he  Cod.  Steph.  |3.  is  quote4 
in  this  yerfe  for  fAa^AtjA,  but  Weifte'in  has  not  quoted  for 
this  reading  the  Cod.  Cant. 

Anfwer.  f  f  Wctftein  therefore  liad  quoted  the  Codi 
Cant,  his  quotation  would  have  been  wholly  unwar- 
ranted :  and  that  the  Cod.  Cant,  has  not  this  reading 
)  have  found  on  examining  the  MS. 

.      :   :Afts   XW.    M*    .    .    • 

,  Ouvityp.  121.  Mill  quotes  the  CodvCint.  ihd  Co- 
vel. 3.  for  ox>^^$  woXiKj  both  of  which  MSS.  are  omitted 
by  Wetftein. 

Anfwer*  Mill  qubtes  theCod.  Cdnt.  f6r  viAvc  oyxof^ 
the  Cov«l.  3.  for  •  9X>^09  wo  Ave,  and  Wetftein  has  the 
very  fame  readings  flrom- the- very  fame  MSS. 

Afts  xvi.  37. 

Oirat^p.  112.  Mill  quotes  the  Copd.  Cant,  for  atftinsv, 
which  Wetftein  oraits. . 

Anfwer.  Wetftein  has  adually  this  readijig  fropi  the 
Cod.  Cant, 

A£ls  xviii.  8^ 

Cur£,  p.  125.  Mill  quotes  the  Cod.  Cant. 'for  the 
944^tion  of  jru  S^ia.     Wetftein  omits  it. 

Vol.  H.  '      *  lit  Anfwer 
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Anfwer.  Mill  does  not  quote  tbe  Cod.  Cant,  for  the 
Edition  of  ra  3f^  only,  but  for  tbe  addition  of  a  whol^ 
claufey  and  this  very  claufe  is  quoted  word  for  word  by 
Wctftcin  from  the  fame  MS. 

Afis  xix.  t8. 

Curs,  p.  127.  Nfill  has  improperly  quoted  the  Syriae 
verfion  for  ctfA^f-fiaf,  inflead  of  the  common  n 
v^a^fK,  but  Wetftein  has  quoted  no- various  readi  _ 

Anfwer.  If  Mill  has  quoted  inaccurately  firoop  thte  $yf. 
riac  verfion,  Wetftein  is  rather  to  be  comiQended  for  not 
following  his  example.  Bat  Weiftejn  h^s  a£lqa))y  quoted 
(he  reading  ajAcifuac  from  tb^  Cod.  QafiK  A*  X*  tQ^ 

Ads  xix.  97. 

Cure,  p.  lag.  Mill  qqotes  the  Cod.  CaJ9t.  for  the 
omiflion  of  fAiyaAiieriir«r,  which  Wetftein  has  negleded. 

Anfwcr.  Mill  quotes  the  Cod.  Cant,  for  the  omiffipn 
of  rny  fnyaAfiorura  nuriify  (/tffvoiXcioTisroc  is  a  ipiftake  of 
our  author,  occafioned  by  Mill's  quotitig  this  reading 
from  another  MS.)  and  this  very  omiflion  u  noted  by 
Wetftein. 

A£ls  xxi.  88.  (ai.  is  an  erratum). 

Oore,  p.  139.  Mill  has  quoted  from  the  Editio  Com- 
plutenfis  ^  various  reading,  axM^oprai  y»f.        ' 

Anfwer.  The  Ed.  Compl.  is  here  quoted  neither  jo 
KUfter's  edition,  nor  in  that  of  Oxford. 

Luke  xxi  v.  18. 

Laftly,  our  author  adds  in  the  Note  in  queftion,  that 
Wetftein  has  neglected  to  quote  m  for  iv :  but  this  charge 
is  as  ungrounded  as  the  preceding,  for  Wetftein  not  only 
Quotes  this  reading,  but  fupports  it  by  the  authority  of 
three  MSS.  whereas  Mill  had  quoted  no  MS.  and  Kuft<r 
only  two.  He  alfo  refers  for  this  reading  to  Mill's  Pro- 
legomena,  §  i347«  which  he  could  not  have  copied  from 
Kiifler,  by  whom  this  reference  is  not  poade. 

PACK 
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PACE    478. 

^4.  Our  author  feems  not  aware  of  a  circumftancet 
which  Grielbacb  relates  in  the  Preface  to  his  Greek 
Teftaoicntt  Vol  I.  p.  17*  that  Mill  himfelf,  after  the 
flieets  of  his  edition  were  printed  oflr>  made,  in  the  copy 
which  he  referved  for  himfelf,  many  correftions  with  the 
pen.  This  copy  is  now  preferved  in  the  Bodleian,  and 
wai  u(ed  by  Wetftein,  who  profited  by  Mill's  written 
correl^ionsy  and  cannot  therefore  hioifelf  be  corre£ied[ 
from  Mill's  primed  Notes. 

PACE  479. 

65.  Our  author  is  here  doubly  miftaken,  for  it  ap*- 
pears  from  the  end  of  Note  6j.  that  Wetftein  has  not 
omitted  ik  :  it  alfo  appears  from  the  Apparatus  Criticns, 
p.  at  3.  that  Bengei  has  only  quoted  the  two  MSS.  which 
had  been  alleged  by  Kufter,  viz.  the  Parifin.  5.  8.  They 
cannot  therefore  be  called  Bengers  extrafls, 

66.  This  is  a  proof  not  only  of  Wctftein's  critical 
judgemeiK)  but  of  his  impartiality  and  integrity. 
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67.  Here  again  our  author  himfelf  is  inaccurate,  not 
Wetftein  :  for  Ads  xiv.  13.  Mill  quotes  the  Syriac  ver- 
fion  for  the  omidion  of  Avruy^  and  this  is  aQuaily  noted 
by  Wetftein.  AfXs  xxiii.  9.  it  is  true  that  Wetftein  de-- 
viate3  from  Mill;  but  Wetftein  is  accurate,  and  Mill 
inaccurate.  The  commonTcading  is  u  7faf*fMirfK,  as  a 
various  reaJing  to  which  Mill  quotes  ri>fc  rw  ygafj^fAauw^ 
as  exprefled  in  the  Syriac  verfion.  Wetftein  takes  ifb 
notice  of  any  difference  between  the  cafes  of  the  noun 
fubftantive  in  the  Greek  and  the  old  Syriac,  but  fimply 

Jiuotes  the  latter,  for  nirfc  inftead  of  01.  He  has  there* 
ore  corre6led  the  error  of  his  predcceflbr,  for  the  Syriac 
text  is  really  |.,,gv0  |aj|,  ^  quidam  Icgifperiti/  But  from 
the  Philoxenian  verfion  Wetftein  has  quoted  rv»  ^a^- 

JMITf«»« 

I  i  i  2  68.  Thefe 


Byz  vorts  to  chap.  xxi»  sect,  t 

68.  Thcfc  two  examples,  in  which  Wctftein  is  not  to 
be  defended,  arc  properly  correQed  by  Griefbacb. 

69.  It  is  rather  a  matter  of  furprize  that  Weiftein  has 
fo  feldom  failed,  as  he  ufcdthe  MS.  only  fourteen  days. 
•The  readings,  which  he  inaccurately  quoted  from  the 
Philoxenian  verfion,  are  noted  by  Siorr  in- the  7th.  and 
jotb.  Vols,  of  the  Repertorium, 
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70.  This  aflertion  is  more  than  any  man  can  prove: 
for  a¥  is  very  frequently  ufed  as  fynonymous  to  €«»,  and 
Weiftein  has  therefore  vQry  properly  omitted  to  quote 
the  Vulgate;  for  its  reading  cum  decides  neither  in  favour 
of  ay,  nor  of  sa».  The  fa^l  is  (imply  this,  ove;  up  cx8»ri 
is  ufually  tranflated  as  if  aw  were  it  potential  particle, 
but  the  author  of  the  Vtilgate  has  taken  it  in  an  bypotbe* 

^  tical  conjundlion, 

71.  Ka»  is  ufed  in  this  manner  not  only  in  no  cladic 
author,  but  in  no  inftance  in  the  whole  Greek  Tefta- 
ment.  Our  author  fays  this  i^fe  of  it  is  a  Hebraifro,  buc 
though  we  fometimes  find  an  hypothetical  claqfe  begin 
vfith  \oiit  ^  ^h  ^^^  ^he  claufe,  which  contains  the  in- 
ference, with  the  panicle  l,  for  inftance  Gen.  xiv.  9.  yet 
^his  ufe  of  the  particle  1  in  Hebrew  is  by  no  means  fo 

common,  as  that  of  the  particle  CpJl  in  Arabic.*  * 

72.  The  reading  of  tl^e  Codex  Cantabrigi^nlis  is  npt 
evft^c  t1nxitt)9^v^  but  oirwc  »¥  firfXO»ri».  Whether  the  read- 
ing drfASwa-t^  is  a  tran(lation  of  fome  Latin  verGon,  I  will 
not  undertake  to  determine;  but  it  is  certainly  not  a 
tranflation  of  that  yerfion  which  is.  oppoftte  to  the  Greek 
text  in  the  Codex  CantabrigienGs,  for  that  h^s  '  ut  ve- 
niant  tempora.'  At  all  events  it  is  n^ore  reafonablc  p 
fuppofe^  that  Tertullian's  reading  *  fuperveniani'  is  a 
tranflatiou  of  tntxip^i^.  than  fir<>^t«a'tr  ^  tranflation  pf 
*  fuperveniant/ 

73.  Mill  has  quoted  ut  cum  from  the  Vulgate,  to  fliew 
that  the  Greek  conjunQion  is  (here  ufed  hypothetically, 
not  potentially,  and  decides  neither  in  favour  of  ^r,  nor 

74-  ^ 
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74.  It  is  likewiTe  omitted  in  t])e  old  Latin  verHons,  as 
ihcy  arc  called,  in  the  Codd,  Claromontanus,  Sanger- 
in<inenris«  and  Boernerianus^  as  well  as  in  the  Arabic  of 
Erpeniiis^     See  Gricfbach  in  loco. 
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75.  The  text  of  WechePs  edition  of  1597,  is  iwtKUnx 
KaCuAwvoc,  and  AotfAottrxis  is  quoted  only  as  a  various  read- 
ing at  the  bottom  of  the  page,  but  without  any  particular 
manufcript  being  fpecified,  namely,  '  pro  BstSuXwot^  aU 
AoK/Aao-xB/*  Mill  therefore  quotes  in  this  paffage  not  the 
text  of  WevjIieKs  edition,  but  a  various  reading  to  the 
t^xr  of  that  edition,  which  the  editor  has  given^  on  his 
bare  word,  without  quoting  any  authority,  or  at  leafl: 
without  naming  any  manufcript  in  particular.  Now  it 
is  well  knownj  that  the  various  leadings  in  Wechcl'^  edi- 
tion were  chiefly  taken  from  the  readings  in  the  margin 
of  Robert  Stephens  (Mill's  Prol.  §  1298);  but  Robert 
Stephen's  has  Bo^iuXmo^  in  the  text,  and  it  is  accompanied 
by  no  various  reading  whatfoever.  The  reading  therc^ 
fore  AajUftfl-xH  is  fupported  by  no  authority,  and  Wetftein 
aded  right,  in  rejeding  what  Mill  had  taken  upon  tru(l« 

♦  76.  It  is  true  that  Weifteinis  here  guilty  of  an  over- 
fight,  and  that  he  did  not  obferve  that  Wol^  preceded  ^^ 
which  alters  the  fenfe.  But  this  very  roiftake  (hews  that 
Wetftein  did  not  take  his  readings  from  the  Latin  tranf* 
lation. 

PAGE  483. 

77.  Out  author  having  fummed  up  his  evidence,  now 
paflcs  fentence  upon  Wetftein  ;  but  before  we  abfolutely 
cwndemn  him,  let  us  rccolleft  that  of  the  eighteen  ex- 
amples, which  our  author  has  produced  in  the  laft  fix  or 
feven  pages  as  proofs  of  Weiftein's  negligence,  thirteen , 
are  decidedly  falfe,  and  the  fourteenth  doubifaU 

•  ■  * 

* 
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78.  Our  author  here  acknowledges  that  A6ts  ii.  25, 
as  quoted  by  Theophylafi,  differs  not  from  ^he  common 

I  i  i  3  text, 


.    ! 
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text,  and  yet  cenfures  Wetfiein  for  not  producing  a  va« 
rious  reading.  That  TfiedpbylaB^  after  having  quoted 
ffft,  comments  on  the  paffage^  a^  if  im  were  ofed,  it  no^ 
thing  to  the  purpofe ;  for  it  was  the  bufinefs  of  Wetfteia 
to  feleB  from  Theophylad  the  words,  which  he  aftuaDy 
quoted  from  the  Greek  Tcftament,  i>ot  to  form  readings 
from  the  conftruQbn  which  was  given  ibem  by  the  Greek 
father.  The  fa£t  is  fimply  this:  Theophylaft  quoles 
from  his  manufcript  of  the  AGU  of  the  Apoftles  ^*  m 
li(ft«»  ^11  tfiPy  and  after  having  quoted  (everal  verfes  morc^ 
fays  in  his  commentary,  when  he  comes  to  treat  of  the 
paflfage  in  queftion,  to  ft  tn  Ji^mm  §fm¥^  Te»  vi^if«f  »•  r.  x^ 
Theophylaft.  in  AQLus  Apoft.  p.  36*  editio  Si&nL  Co- 
lonial 1567.  The  Greek  father  therefore  has  ufed  tg'mwtu 
as  equivalent  to  utak :  but  we  cannot  therefore  conduckr 
that  he  found  im  for  iri  in  any  Greek  manufcripc  of  the 
Afts  of  the  Apoftlcs. 

79.  It  is  true  that  TheophylaQ  (p.  51,  ed.  Sifaaf) 

2 notes  M  ii^fic  xcii  0  ffaro^  TV  1(^8.  But  It  is  probable 
lat  r(»TO(  is  here  eiiher  an  erratum  of  the  traafcriber^ 
who  wrote  the  manufcripc  of  TbeophyIa£l  ufed  by  Sifa* 
iras,  or  a  typographical  error  for  r^myoc :  for  Theo« 
pbylad,  in  explaining  thefe  words  in  his  Commentary^ 
fays,  9w  ftuloK  ft  furi  xa*  0  fgiSnyi  rn  ugsj  and  where  the. 
fame  fubjed  occurs  again,  ch.  v.  26.  he  has  in  the  text 

p.  6t.  ed.  Sifani. 

8o*  Wetftcin  is  not  to  be  cenfured  for  quoting /mImi- 
ri>,  though,  when  i(  is  followed  by  au|o»,  the  grammatical 
conftrudion  is  irregular.  An  impartisd  colk£bor  of  va* 
rious  readings  prqchjces  the  evidence  which  he  finds^ 
without  inquiring  into  relations^  or  dependencies.  Ao^ 
erroneous  reading  leads  frequendy  to  the  difcovery  of  the 
genuine  text,  and  /Mityxuffi*.  auTut  is  not  unworthy  of  no^ 
tice,  as  appears  from  its  being  afAuaUy  the  reading  of  the 
Cod^  Cantabrigienfisy  and  Laudanus  3. 

9jl.  SiAinus  has  a£luaMy  printed  ty  ry  vwiff^$,  but 
fays  in  his  Note^  in  apographo  eft  xm  to  o'sti^/mi.*  VitL 
p.  69.  ed.  Sifani. 

8a.  Wet- 
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9di  WetfteiA  therefore  could  Hot  qoote  TheophyIa6i 
in  ks  favour. 

8^  This  omiffion  is  fupplied  by  Griefbacb. 

PA^E  485* 
$4^  Moft  of  the  examples  here  quoted  by  our  author 
may  be  feen  in  the  tranflator's  Notes  to  the  (ixth  chapter 
of  ikis  lotrodudion. 
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85.  This  painful  tafk  has  been  referved  for  the  tran- 
flator,  who  has  fubmitted  to  the  drudgery  of  comparing 
altooft  every  quotation  with  the  quoted  originals.  Many 
&ave  beeh  noted  in  the  courfe  of  theie  remarks^  but  a 
a»uch  gr^aiter  number  has  been  tacitly  correded,  efpe- 
cially  in  references  to  the  Bible.  Our  author  is  no  more 
Entitled  to  excufe  than  Wetllein,  for  of  the  numerous 
errata  id  the  German  original  a  great  part  may  be  rather 
n&ribed  to  the  writer,  than  to  the  printer ;  and  like  thofe 
df  Wetfteini  are  frequently  of  fuch  a  nature,  that  they 
BOt  only  corre6t  not  themielves,  but  leave  thofe  readers 
if>  the  darky  who  would  examine  the  fubjed  more  mi- 
nutely. It  is  true  that  feveral  are  noted  in  the  lift  at  thd 
cad  of  the  work,  but  thefe  are  either  trifles,  or  corred 
themfelves ;  while  thofe  are  totally  negleded^  where  la« 
bour  is  required  to  deted  and  amend  them.  It  is  not 
however  my  intention  to  c<tnfiire  our  author,  but  to  apo* 
logize  fbr  Wetfleiny  fince  I  have  the  fame  indulgence  to 
rttjueft  of  the  public :  and  if  the  former  has  fo  great  a 
mimberof  niftakes  in  iftaking  three  or  four  thoufand 
^ocHionsy  we  muft  furely  mak^  allowance  for  a  critic^ 
i0ho  ha»  produced  above  a  million. 

9&,  This  h  t  fingle  infliance  i'n  fupport  of  the  chargd 
of  WeiAda's  inaccuracy  in  bis  Pifolegomena.  See  Nottf 
it6.  to  ch.  viit.  {g8L  6. 
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87^  It  cannot  bedewed  that  thefe  two  Errata  are  really 
wWetAom's  toxt> JMh  thtf  vefy  circumftance^  which 
w  '  i  i  4  our 
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oor  auihor  mentions  a3  a  meanx>rincrea(ing  the  confd^ 
fion,  really  corre8s  the  two  errata.  It  is  well  knownr 
that  when  Werftein  quotes  a  various  reading  to  any  word 
oF  the  text,  he  repeats  that  word  where  he  quotes  his 
readings.  Now  in  the  Brft  indar^ce  he  repeats  e,  in  the 
latter  ii/ac#»  :  the  repetition  therefore  correfls,  not  in-- 
creafes  the  miftake. 

88.  Here  therefore  we  can  correft  Wetftein  from 
Mill,  from  whofe  quotation  it  appears  thai  28.  in  Wet- 
ftein's  quotation  is  an  erratum  for  26. 
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§9.  It  is  true,  that  if  Wetftein,  in  imitation  of  Milfy 
had  quoted  his-MSS.  by  name,  inftead  of  referring  to 
them  by  letters  or  figures,  the  references  would  have]>een 
attended  with  fewer  errata,  fiut  his  various  readings^ 
inftead  of  filling,  as  at  prefent,  a  fourth,  or  at  the  utmofl 
a  third  part  of  each  page,  would  then  have  occupied  as 
much  fpace  as  is  now  allotted  both  to  various  readings 
and  remarks,  and  he  muft  have  either  omitted  thofe 
profoundly  learned  and  valuable  Notes,  with  which  no 
expofitor  of  the  New  Teftament  can  difpenfe,  or  have 
iwelled  his  work  to  double  the  fize< 

90.  How  ungrounded  thi^  conclufion  is,  appears  from 
Note  61. 

PAGE    4391 

.91.  This  four-fold  notation  is  certainly  attended  with 
inconvenience,  but  on  the  other  hand  it  lias  hs  advan«- 
lages :  for  Wetftein  had  two  obje£ts  in  view  in  affixing 
letters  and  cyphers  to  bis  manufcripts.  i.  As  a  mean  of 
referring  to  them.  2.  As  a  mean  of  determining  the 
number  which  he  ufed  in  each  pan  :  and  this  laft  objed 
is  of  the  greateft  importance,  in  determining  che  propor- 
tion of  evidence  for  and  againft  aijeading. 

92.  The  difficulties,  of  which  our  author  complains 
in  this  paragraph,  are  not  fo  great  as  he  reprefents)  and 
they  may  be  greatly  diminifbed,  or  even  reduced  to 
nothing,  by  a  very /iipple  method,  ^hich  I  have,  found 
^        '  .  of 
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of  great  fcrvice  in  the  ufe  of  Weiftein's  Greek  Tefta- 
merit.  A  fingle  folio  page,  if  written  clofely,  is  fufficienC 
to  contain  a  tranfcript  of  Wetftein*s  four  catalogues  of 
MSS.  prefixed  to  each  of  the  four  parts  of  his  Greek 
Teftament.  This  tranfcript,  if  placed  on  the  defk,  when- 
ever the  invaluable  work  in  queftion  is  an  objefl  of  (ludy^ 
will  enable  the  reader  at  a  finglc  view  to  decypher  each 
of  the  references,  and  after  moderate  pra6lice  to  retain 
in  his  memory  the  marks,  by  which  at  lead  the  principal 
manufcripis  are  denoted. 

93*  The  principal  objedion,  which  I  would  make  to 
Wetftein,  is,  not  that  he  is  deficient  in  point  of  accuracy, 
for  perfe£l  accuracy  is  not  to  be  expeded  in  fo  extenfive 
a  work.  In  which  itis^wholly  impollible  for  the  attention 
to  be  always  awake,  but  that*  he  too  frequently  violates 
the  rules  of  propriety  and  good  breeding.  Woide  there- 
fore was  not  unjud,  in  faying  in  his  preface  to  the  Codex 
Alexandrinus,  ^  68.  Doflrinam  ei  concedo,  et  litera.s, 
.  et  diligentiam,  etmuhiplicem  Uftionem :  fed  manfuetu- 
dinem,  humaniiatem,  candorem  in  Prolegomenis  ejus 
dcfidero. 

* 
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94.  Here  follows  in  the  German  original  a  long  ac- 
count of  Bentley's  intended  edition  of  the  Greek  Tefta- 
ment, and  of  the  controverfy  which  was  conduced  be-^ 
iween  him  and  Middleton  on  that  occafion.  But  as  the 
fubje6t  itfelf  is  of  little  importance,  becaufe  Bentley*s 
plan  was  never  put  into  execution  ;  and  as  thofe,  whofe 
curiodty  may  lead  them  to  inquire  into  the  hiftory  of 
Bentley's  propofals^  and  the  Qppofition  with  which  they 
met  from  Middleton,  may  derive  better  information 
from  the  publications  of  the  time,  than  can  be  expe^ed 
from  the  work  of  a  foreigner,  I  have  taken  the  liberty 
to  omit  the  whole  defcription.  Thofe  who  wifli  to  fee 
a  (hort  account  of  this  intended  edition,  may  confuU 
Weiftein's  Prolegomena,  p,  153. 
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CRIESSACH'0  SfilTldN. 

95. .  Properly  rpeaktsfg^  Griefbacb's  edmott  of  rbe 
Greek.  Teftatnem  has  hc6n  printed  oitty  once :  for  the 
frrft  poblication  was  nothing  more  than  a  Synopfis,  of 
Harmony  of  the  GofpeU.  His  edition  of  the  Greek 
Teftament  confifts  of  two  volumes  8va.  prfnted  at  Hall^ 
tbeoneisn  1775,  the  other  in  1777.  A  Mw  edmot^p 
wiib  exfra8;s  ftom  two  hundred  MSS.  in  addition  ta 
thofe  quoted  in  the  former,  has  been  lately  pubiiAredL 
Theft  addkiofial  manufcripts  are  thofe^  which  have  btcn 
collated  by  MatthUiy  Aker,  fiirch,  Motdetthawer,  &cr. 
and  of  which  an  accouirt  has  been  given  in  the  Notes  td 
ck^  viii.  kSL  6. 

g&^  He  had  a)fo  inferted  the  extrads  ftotii  the  twcr 
WolibnbUttel  manufcripcs  collated  by  Rnittcl,  and  thofif 
of  the  Codex  Giefienfr$,  and  fome  other  manafcitptt 
wbfch-hd  collaiad  in  the  Bodleian  Library  and  the  Brioflt 
Mufecmi.  He  has  himfelf  very  accurately  collated  all 
thofe  Laun  veYfiOAs^  which  were  fmblifhea  by  SaHirader 
and  Blanchini,  and  the  miftakes  which  had  been  made 
by  Mill,  Bengel,  and  Wetftein^  in  the  quotations  from 
the  Orienul  verfions^  he  has  correded,  by  the  affiftance 
af  Body's  Pfeudo-critica  Millio-Bengeliana.  See  Grief* 
hMdiTi  Prcf.  to  the  firft  Vol.  of  bis  Greek  Teftament, 

paOe  4gi» 
gf.  Oar  auAor  fiiould  have  produced  at  ledft  two  Of 
cfarer  dafflnptes,  in  which  Wetftein  quotes  a  manufcript 


far  the  addition  of  tvl^c,  vrhere  it  is  not  in  the  cMdinoQ 
text  of  Si.  Mark'^  Gofpel,  and  which  is  omitted  by 
Critlbwhr  I  have  found  feveral  inftances  where  tVeu 
fteio  quotes  M&S»  or  verfions  for  the  omiflion  ottvtim^^ 
A  g.  ch#  i-.  16.  sfjf.  31.  ii.  43,  &c.  but  notie  tor  the  in- 
tetion  of  tvliifff)  which  is  hardly  to  be  efxpeAed  from  siof 
tranfcriber,  Gnce  according  to  the  common  and  probably 
genuine  text,  it  occurs  not  lefs  than  forty  times,  «rhich  is 
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as  frequemly  as  in  all  the  other  books  in  the  Creek  TeC- 
lament  put  together.  I  have  found  none  that  is  omiued 
by  Griefbach. 

98.  If  Grieibach  had  quoted  the  Cod.  Veronenfis  and 
Brixienfis  in  fupport  of  ihe  reading  h  /avi,  in  oppofition 
to  axxa,  of  the  negleft  of  which  our  author  complains, 
lie  would  have  quoted  erroneoudy ;  for  thefe  MSS.  have 
no(  nifiy  but  /id.     See  Blanchini  £vang«  Quadrupie3(, 

9AGE    492. 

99.  Sec  Note  263.  to  ch.  viii.  fe6l.  6. 

100.  Our  author  ihoold  have  mentioned  thefe  ancient, 
and  imporunt  authorities  in  favour  of  ay^oy^hr  Wetftein 
quotes  only  the  Codex  Mori^  and  afleges  nqt  a  (ingle 
father^  nor  a  (ingle  verfion.  Perhaps  the  old  Syriac  ver* 
fioDia  meant  by  our  author,  which  has  ]^-^,  and  this 
i&  rendered  in  the  Latin  tranOation  agrum ;  but  it  might 
be  rendered  with  equal,  if  not  more  propriety,  agros;  for 
ii  is  a  novem  colk&ivam^  its  proper  meaniirg  being  not 
ager,  but  rus :  it  includes  tberefofe  plures  agros.  Sec  the 
Lex.  Hept.  p«  34^2^ 

iOi.  The  value  of  Criefoach's  edition  is  fo  decided, 
that  if  woiitd  be  fuperfiiious  to  expatiate  on  its  merits. 
Bur  left  the  omiflions,  of  which  fome  complain,  fliouid 
be  confidered  aa  blemifhes,  it  may  not  be  improper  x<p 
coofider  the  poi»t  of  view,  from  which  this  excellent  work 
Ihould  be  exaoaiMd.  Now  it  was  not  the  obje&  oi 
grieibach  to  form  a  complete  cotte£iion  of  all  the  va- 
rious readings,  which  had  been  produced  by  Mill,  Ben* 
yl,  aod  Wetftein^  and  to  add  the  numerous  extra£is 
which  he  had  made  bimfelf,  but  to  gireonly  a  felefi  and 
choice  coUeEiion,  omitting  all  fuch  as  were  cither  trifling 
io  themfelves,  and  Aipported  by  little  authority,  or  were 
Evident  correfilioos^  errata,  or  interpolations:  to  one  oi 
which  daffes  moft  of  the  examples  belong,  which  have 
heen  alleged  by  our  author  in  the  laft  paragraph. 
.  ycfX  Griefbach  has  accurately  collated  not  tefs  than 
fiftventeeii  diSbsem  copies  of  tht  Latin  verfion.      See 

the 
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the  Preface  to  the  firft*  Vol,  of  his  Greek  Teftament, 
p.  19,  23. 

PAGE    493. 

t03.  See  Note  95, 

i 

MATTHiEl's    EDITION. 

104.  Sec  Note  229.  to  cb.  viii.  fed.  6.  where  thefe 
MoVcow  roanufcripts  are  enumerated,  at  leaft  thofe  which 
contain  the  text  of  the  Greek  Teftament. 

105.  The  epiftlesto  the  Hebrews  and  Coloflians  were 
publiibed  in  1784,  and  lad  of  all  the  Gofpels  of  St.  Mat- 
thew and  St.  Mark  in  1788^  making  in  all  twelve  vols. 
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106.  To  the  critical  editions  of  the  Greek  Teflament, 
which  have  been  enumerated  by  our  author,  may  be 
added  the  following: 

1.  >^ovum  Tcftamentum  ad  Codicem  Vindobonen- 
fem  Greece  expreffum:  Varietatem  le6lionis addidit  Fran* 
cifcus  Carolus  Alter  Prof.  Gymnafii  VindobonenGs^ 
Tom.  I.  1787,  Tom.  IT.  1786,  8 vo. . 

The  plan,  on  which  this  critical  editioh  is  formed,  dif* 
fers  entirely  from  that  which  was  adopted  by  Mill,  Wei- 
flein,  and  Griefb'ach.  The  text  is  prmted  fcparateiy, 
the  Various  readings  at  the  end^  and  thefe  again  are  not 
arranged  as  in  the  above-^mentioned  editions, 'but  a  fepa* 
rate  place  is  allotted  to  the  colleSion  of  extrsiBs  from 
each  manufcript  and  verfion.  The  text,  which  he  has 
adopted,  and  with  which  he  has  collated  his  MSS.  is  that 
of  the  Codex  Lambecii  i.  in  the  Itnperial  library  at 
Vienna,  ^nd  which  he  terms  in  the  title»xAT'  t^^^n*^  Co- 
dex Vindobonenfis.  But  wherever  he  difcoveied  mani- 
fed  errata,  he  has  correQed  them  from  the  edition  of 
Robert  Stephens,  piinted  in  1546,  and  has  fubjoined  at 
the  end  of  each  volume  a  lift  of  thefe  errata,  under  the 
title  Viiia  Codicis  Vindobonenfis.  In  the  book  of  Re- 
velation it  has  four  cbafms^  which  he  has  fupplied  from 

the 
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the  Codex  Neflelii  302.  The  MSS.  which  he  has  coU 
laied  with  this  adopted  text,  have  been  already  dercribed 
in  the  Notes  to  the  eighth  chapter  of  this  Jntrodu£tion, 
under  the  title^  Codices  Vindobonenfes.  See  the.  Note 
369.  The  verfions  which  he  has  collated  are  the  Cop-r 
tic,  the  Slavonian,  and  the  Latin.  In  the  collation  of 
t|ie  Coptic  he  has  ufed  the  edition  of  Wilkins,  from 
which  he  has  given  complete  extra£is  of  the  Four  Gofpels 
in  his  firft  volume ;  but  thofe  which  he  has  produced 
from  the  A6ts,  £pililes>  and  Revelation,  are  not  printed 
fcparately,  according  to  his  general  plan,  but  mud  be 
fought  among  the  extrafls  from  the  three  Greek  manu- 
fcripcs.  Codex  15..  in  au£tario  Forlofia,  Codex  Lambe- 
cii  98.  and  Codex  Lambecii  248.  Of  the  Slavonian 
verfion  he  has  given  extradls  from  three  Ipiperial  manu- 
fcripts  of  the  Gofpels,  one  of  which  is  only  a  fragment, 
and  from  one  of  the  AQs  and  the  Epiftles ;  he  has  alfa 
collated  the  Mofcow  edition  of  1614,  in  the  fourteen  firit 
chapters  of  St.  John.  His  exirafts  from  the  Latin  ver- 
fion are  taken  trom  two  Imperial  MSS.  the  one  of  thp 
Gofpels,  the  other  of  the  A,t\s  and  the  Epiftles. 

It  is  in  general  acknowledged  that  this  edition  has  been 
executed  with  great,  care  and  diligence,  and  as  it  contain^ 
the  readings  of  mahufcripts  which  had  been  hitherto  to- 
tally neglefled,  or  very  fuperficially  examined,  it  is  a 
work  with  which  no  man  engaged  ih  facred  criticifm 
can  difpenfe.     Its  ufe  however  is  attended  with  the  two 
following  inconveniences:  The  text  which  has  been  prc- 
.fcrred  by  the  editor,  and  to  which  his  various  readings 
^fc  adapted,  being  that  of  neither  Mill  nor  Wetilcin,  but 
of  a  ipanufcript,  whi^h  feems  by  no  means  eifititled  to 
the  honour  of  forming  the  bafis  of  an  edition  of  the 
Greek  Teftament,  the  accommodation  of  his  extraBs  to 
thofe  of  Mill  and  Wetftein,  tp  which  they  are  properly 
fupplen^ents,  is  attended  with  uncertainty,  becaufe  they 
relate  to  different  texts.     Nor  is  the  arrangement  itfelf 
a^terfded  with  lefs  inconvenience;  for  the  exiraQs  from 
fach  manufcript  and  verfion  being  printed  apart,   it  is 
(leceflary^  whenever  we  would  examine   the  evidence 

vhi^h 
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which  he  has  produced  for  or  agmnft  a  reading,  to  cori^ 
foh  as  many  different  parts  of  the  volume,  as  the  editor 
has  collated  manafcripts  aitd  vertions.  The  firft  incon* 
ventence  is  not  to  be  remedied  without  a  totally  new 
eotiation,  but  it  is  to  be  hoped  that  the  learned  editor 
bimfelf  will  corred  the  latter,  and  adopt  the  tifuat  pkn, 
if  his  W01  k  (hould  fiirvive  a  re-impreffion,  to  which  it  is 
juftly  entitled. 

a.  Quatuor  Evangelia  Grasce,  cum  variamibus  a 
mtu  |e3ionibus  Codd.  MSS.  Btbitothecae  Vattcans, 
Barberitise,  Laurentianae,  Vtndobonenfis,  Ercurialenfis, 
Havnienfis  legis,  quibus  accedunt  leOiones  verfionura 
Syrarum,  Vcterts,  Philoxenianae,  et  Hterofolymttance, 
jttffu  et  fumptibus  regiis  edidit  Andreas  Birch.  Havniafe 
178S,  fol.  et  4to. 

This  fpiendid  and  valuable  work,  which  contains  the 
cefuU  of  the  united  labours  of  Profenbrs  Birch,  Alter, 
and  Moldenhawer,  who  at  the  expence  of  the  prefent 
King  of  Denmark  have  travelled  into  Germany,  Italy^ 
France,  and  Spain,  in  order  to  examine  and  collate  the 
precious  remains  of  facred  antiquity,  is  one  of  the  moA 
important  produAions^  that  have  been  lately  exhibited 
in  the  province  of  biblical  licerature.  The  editor,  Pro- 
fkffor  Birch  of  Copenhagen,  has  bimfelf  collated  all  the 
Greek  manufcripts  which  are  quoted,  except  the  Codices 
Efcurialenfes,  which  were  collated  by  Pro/eflTor  Molden- 
hawer. They  are  defcribed  at  large  in  the  Prolegomena,, 
and  have  been  enumerated  in  the  notes  to  the  eighth 
chapter  of  this  I  htrodu£lion,  under  the  Codices  Barbe* 
rihi,  Sti  Bafilii  Romae,  Bonontenfis,  Borgiant,  Efcuria- 
lenfes, Florentini,  Stae  Maria&  in  Vallicella,  Vatican!, 
Venciiani,  Vindobonenfes,  and  Zcladae.  The  part  which 
Fiofeflbr  Adier  has  taken  in  this  work,  confifts  in  the 
cxtrafis  from  the  Syrtac  verfions,  efpecially  the  Syra 
ifierofolymitana,  which  he  himfelf  dUcovered,  and  has 
defcribed  in  the  third  part  of  his  Verfiones  Syriace,  from 
which  I  have  given  an  extra6l  in  Note  5.  to  chap.  vii. 
k&.  I  %.  The  text,  which  the  learned  editor  has  adopted, 
is  the  fame  which  was  printed  by  MtU,  namely,  the  thtfd 

edition 
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cHhiqa  of  Robert  SicpheoSf  for  which  be  has  affignod 
^is  reafons  in  tb^  preface  prefixed  to  biff  ProkgODoetia^ 
H^  ha<  iollowed  alfo  the  example  of  Mill»  in  quoting 
bif  maiiurcript^  noc  by  letter^  or  by  numbers^  buc  by 
an  abbreviation  of  their  nainesi  and  haa  improved  the 
plan  of  his  predeceflfory  by  annexing  to  each  abbrevia/* 
tion,  not  an  arbitrarily  adopted  number^  bui  that  very 
aumber,  which  is  afiixed  to  them  in  the  refpedive  librae 
ricfi  in  which  chcy  are  pneferved*  This  is  a  very  greai 
advaoragCt  for  by  thefe  means  we  become  i^s  it  were  acr 
qiiainted  with  each  evidence  th^t  is  produced :  nor  is  tt 
attended  with  tba(  inconvenience,  to  which  Wetfteso 
would  have  been  expofed,  had  he  adopted  a  fimijar  phfu 
bccaub  his  more  extenfive  fcheme  included  ai)  tbe 
known  manurcrif>ts  of  the  Greek  Teftament^  whereaa 
the  edition  in  queftion»  which  is  a  fupplement  to  Wetv 
flein^  contains  the  readings  o£  thofe  only«  which  had 
(Keo  wholly  D^glededy  or  very  imperfedly  collated* 
The  great  value  of  thia  fplendid  work,  and  in  which  h 
furpafles  all  former  editions,  confifts  in  the  very  com^ 
pUce  extraAs  which  are  given  from  the  celebrated  Cod* 
Vaticanusy  marked  in  the  Vatican  library  N*.  laof* 
»  manufcript,  whicht  though  probably  of  more  import 
^nce  than  any  now  exifting,  had  been  (o  negle^d^  that 
the  few  and  imperfeCk  extraSs  which  bad  been  made,  iiip 
duced  Wetftein  to  entertain  an  unfavourable  opinion  of 
it»  Another  material  advantage,  peculiar  to  this  edition^ 
ConGfts  in  the  extrads  from  the  Verfio  Syra  Hierofoiyp^ 
niitana,  the  readings  of  which  ycty  frequently  confiroi 
ihpfe  of  the  Codex  Cantabrigienfis^  where  it  is  whoUjr 
unfupported  by  other  authority,  a  ctreumftance  which 
ibews  the  value  and  antiquity,  not  fo  much  of  the  mar 
nufcripts  themfelves,  but  of  the  text  which  they  conutR» 

Another  volume  Was  publilbed  by  Bireh  at  Copen- 
hagen in  17981  containing  various  readinga  to  the  Ada 
qf  the  Apottles,  and  the  Epiftles.  But  they  ane  not  ao- 
companied  with  the  text. 

3.  H  xai»ii  ha^nnt.  The  New  Teftament,  coHattd 
vith  the  moft  approved  manufcripts,  with  felaA  notss 

in 
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in  Engliifa,  critical  and  explanatory,  by  £•  Harwood^ 
P.D.  I^ondon  1776,  1784,  s  vols.  12010. 

This  edition,  though   not  mentioned  by  our  aut^ori 
is  certainly  entitled  to  d  place  among  the  critical  ediuoM 
of  the  Greek  Teflament,  though  it  is  not  accompanied 
with   various  readings:    for  thouf^h   Dr.  Harwood  has 
adopted  the  common  text  as  the  bails  of  his  own,  be  bas 
made  critical  corrcQ;ions,  whey-ever  the  received  rAding 
appeared  to  him  to   be  erroleous.     The   manufcfipts 
which  be  has  generally  Followed,  when  he  departs  from 
the  common   text,    are  tbe  Cantabrigieniis  in  the  Gof- 
Is  and  the  AQSf,  tbe  Claromonianus  in  the  Epiftles  of 
t.  Paul     In  the  preface  to  the  firfl:  volume,  p.  7.  after 
having  defcribed  them,  as  approaching  tbe  neareft  of 
any  manufcripts  now  known  in  the  wond  to  the  original 
text  of  the  facred. records,  be  adds,  ^  Accordingly' in 
this  edition  thefe  have  been  moft  commonly  followed; 
but  the  different  le£lions  they  exhibit  baive  never  been 
adopted  blindly  or  implicitly.    In  many  places  thefe  two 
manufcripts  are  mutilated  and  defeRive;   feveral  leaves, 
feveral  chapters  are  w^min^;  in  which  cafe  the  reatJings 
of  other  manufcripts,  particularly  the  Alexandrine,  have 
been  efpoufed.     The  comirion  text  bas  never  been  de- 
ferted  without  reafons,  which  appeared  to  me  to  juftify 
fuch  a  departure,  and  no  inncivaiions  have  been  intro- 
duced from   precipitancy   or   aflPedation.     Conjectural 
emendations  I  have  exploded,  nothing  of  this  nature, 
however  plaufible  and  ingenious,  being  admiflible,  when, 
through  tbe  providence  of  God,  fuch  a  number  of  very 
ancient  and  venerable  manufcripts  have  been  tr^nfmitCed 
to  lis.     Not  a  (ingle  word  in  any  one  important  point 
has  been  inferted  in  this  edition^  but  what  is  fupp6rted 
by  the  beft  manufcripts.' 

It  is  therefore  not  improbable  that  this  critical  edition 
contains  more  of  the  ancient  and  genuine  text  of  the 
Greek  Teftament,  than  thofc  which  are  in  coipmon  ufe: 
but  as  no  fingle  manufcript,  however  ancient  and  vene- 
rable, is  .entitled  to  Itich  a  preference  as  to  exclude  the 
|d),  and  no  criijc  of  the  prefent  a  ge  can  adopt  a  new 

reading^ 

4 
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reading,  unlefs  the  general  evidence  be  produced,  and 
the  preponderancy  in  its  favour  diftindly  Ihewn,  the 
learned  and  ingenious  editor  has  in  Tome  meafure  defeat* 
ed  bis  own  objefi,  and'  rendered  his  labours  lefs  appli- 
cable to  che  purpofes  of  facned  criiicifm. 


S    E    C    T.      II. 

PAGE    495. 

1.  The  liberties  which  Griefbach  has  taken,  are  fuch 
as  are  warranted  by  the  ftrideft  rules  of  cricicifm.  See 
his  preface  to  the  fecond  volume  of  his  Creek  Tefta- 
inent,  p.  13— 16/ 

2.  It  will  be  therefore  neceflary,  whenever  our  author 
Complains  of  imperfeflions  obfervable  in  all  the  editions 
of  the  Greek  Teftament,  to  take  notice  of  fucb  as  can* 
not  be  attributed  to  Griefbach* 

3.  By  the  four  principal  editions,  our  author  means 
the  ComplutenGan,  and  che  editions  of  Erafmus^  Robert 
Stephens,  and  Beza. 

PAGE  496. 

4.  n«»T0df»  is  rejefled  by  Grieibach. 

PAGE   497. 

5.  Griefbach  has  rejeiEled  it  from  the  text  of  his  edi* 
tipn. 

PAG£  498. 

6.  For  that  reafon  thefe  words  alfo  are  rejefied  by 
Griefbach. 

SECT.      III. 

PAGE  499* 

1.  The  mofl  copious  collection  of  readings  is  that 

which  has  been  given  by  Wetftein,  bat  thefe  readings 

Vou  IL  K  k  k  are 
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PAG£  {OP* 

a.  Griefbach  has  prefcribed  to  himftlf  rcilei  emiriljr 
feyere  with  thofe  recommended  by  our  author  ;  for  he 
has  admitted  critical  conjedure  in  no  inftance  whatfo- 
everi  and  where  be  haa  expunged^  correded,  or  added, 
the  evidence  (which  he  has  accyratelv  produced)  is,  in 
point  of  authority)  thre^  aod  lourrfold  in  his  favour, 

|.  This  bw  not  api^Hcable  ta  Qrie(bach.  Seethcfolr 
lowing  Note  1 1. 

4*  Griefbach  hasi  collai^d  them  with  great  accuracy. 
See  his  l^re^  to  the  fir  ft  volume  oC  hU  QreeVTeft^mciUt 

I      PAGS  505. 

5«  The  hiter  p^n  of  this  parag;rapb  our  author  Qioald 
not  have  left,  as  it  ftood  m  the  third  odijtion»  becaufe 
he  no  longer  fufpeds  the  Codex  Alexandrinus>  and  the 
Codices  Graeco-Latini,  of  having  been  corrupted  from 
the  Latin. 

PAGE  507. 

6.  But  on  thi,  other  hand,  there  i«  lefs  dfoger  of 
makifig  miftakes  m  the  fiibftttudon  of  figures  for  nanMs^ 
than  tn  the  fubftitution  of  names  for  figures.  It  would 
be  therefore  more  certain,  asiwell  as  moreeafy,  to  adapt 
l|^  tQfilti^  of  Mill  to  thai  of  Wetftmi,  than-  the  con- 
trary.  Another  reafon  would  be^  that  WetAetii  quotes 
more  than  twice  as  many  manuicnpts  as^  hb  predeceflbr. 

7*  It  is  true,  that  abbceviatjoos  am  kfs  expofed  to 
errata  than  letters  or  figures ;  but  if  the  manufcripca 
iver^e  thus  quoted  in  an.  edition  o£  the  Greek  Teftament^ 
foi;^efi  on  tb9t  nf/fnRyii  plna  vibich.  oul^aMUlOl^  fecom- 

"l^iNl<t  H  mfyoM,  be  (wdMi  ^  kvcx^dL  firficvwbuiiqL. 

&GricA^ 


/ 1 


ttonS'TQ  OlfAP;  JCH.  9fCt«  lit/  6Sf 

8.  GrieAafcb  has  verjr  carefully  (fiftingdlffred  Ae  ni^- 
nuTcripu  of  tbe  Laidii  verfion,  ii^bfch  Ire  qadtes  to  the 
number  of  feventeeiti  He  has  like  wife  quoted  them  in 
fuch  a  maonev^  that  there  is  no  danger  of  taking  them  for 
Gseek  mamufeript*. 

'      PAOI&  508. 

^  TUs  haa  been  done  by  Grieftattt.  See  the  t^ref* 
to  the  firft  volume  of  his  Greek  Teftament,  p.  ig'. 

la  Thia  UkeWife  has  bce^  performed  by  Grieflntch  i 
for  tnfiance^  wben  he  quotes  the  Greek  text  of  the  Cod* 
Camiaibrigfenfis,  he  quotes  by  j^fae  mark  D.;  when  h^ 
meaAs  tl^  la&n  text,  he  quote)i  by  the  albbr^viation 
Cant. 

I  >•  In  rej^vd  to  tbe  Arable,  our  author  eomplafns  in 
another  part  of  his  Introduf^n,  that  the  Roman,  PoTy* 
gk>c,.  and  Erpenfen  edifionsr,  are  not  drftingufOred  froiil 
catch  other  ft>  the  quotations  from  this  verfion.  B^t 
Oviefbaeb  quotes  diem  diftinAly,  and  feparately,  by  tfie 
title.  At.  Rom«-*^Arv  PoK — Ai".  £rp.,  Ahd  wBen  all 
thoee  cointtidey  by  the  abbrevtatitoni  Arr. 

PAGE    509. 

1 2.  For  thofe,  who  are  endued  with  fuch  ignorance^ 
M  GUI'  authbr  here  repreferits,  there  is  no  cui^,  and  there- 
fore no  devkdon  from  the  common  plan  is  on  that  ac-» 
cooirt  neceilary.  Befidey,  critical  edinonv  are  intended 
only  for  men,  who  are  acquainted  ^ith  the  fubje&t :  and 
cAofe^  who  are  ignorailt  of  it,  (hould  Be  initiatecT  in  thtf 
Ibence,  befbrb  they  prefume  to  form  a  judgment. 

13*.  To<  fet!  this  mlitter  in  a  clear  light,  let  us  compare! 
tbe  manufbrrpts^  which  Wetftein  hais  quoted  in  favoui^ 
of  the  omiffion  of  Afis  ix.  5,  6.  with  thofe  which  He 
pvflesT  o^r  in  fiTetice,  and  for  the  fake  of  brevity,  con- 
fiiK'tbe  comparifon  to  thofe  which  are  written  in  uncial^ 
letters^  Thefe  in  the  ABts  of  the  Apofftes  amount  only 
feKvleven,  which  Wetftein  has  noted  A.  B.  C.  D.  £.  F.  G. 
Of  diefefewu,  be  quotes  fdf  the  omiffion  of  th^  paflage 
Hi'  qtieftionr  only  A:  C.  £. ;  but  CodP.  B.  bad  been  at' 

K  k  k  i  that 
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that  time  very  fuperfictally  collated^  the  Cod«  D.  and 
F.  contain  not  this  paflage,  and  of  the  Cod.  G.  he  bad 
only  a*  few  extrads^  which  he  had  taken  from  Btanchini : 
thefe  four  therefore,  as  far  as  relates  to  l^etftein,  are 
neutral.  It  appears  then  that  a  knowledge  of  thefe  err- 
cumftances  alone  enables  us  to  decide  on  the  prefent  read^ 
ing,  for  of  thefe  feven  witnefies,  three  only  (at  lead  in 
Wecftetn)  are  entitled  to  a  voice,  and  thefe  three  con* 
demn  it. 

14.  We  muft  not  however  conclude  that  Wetftdn's 
plan  is  fauUyy  becaufe  his  meaning  has  been  miftaken. 
By  our  author'^  affertion,  that  Ads  x.  '6.  is  contained  in 
no  manufcripi  whaifoeyer,  muft  be  underftood,  that  it 
has  been  hitherto  quoted  from  no  manufcript 

15.  It  appears  therefore,  from  the  evidence  wbidi 
Wetftein  has  produced,  tliat  of  fixty-nine,  forty-five  are 
againft  the  common  reading ;  and  if  frpm  the  twenty- 
four,  which  remain,  we  dedufi  thoie,  which  are  here  de» 
fe£tive,  or  have  nofbeen  confulted  on  this  pafiag^  the 
fupeiioiiiy  of  evidence  in  favour  of  d^eolniffion  is  fo 
great,  as  to  render  quotations  on  the  other  fide  of  the 
queftion,  if  any  can  be  produced,  edlirely  fuperfluous. 

ipAGE  51a 

16.  Our  author  here  difcovera  a  light  in  Bengel,  with 
refped  to  a  p^flage,  which  he  fays  Wetftein  had  left  in 
obicurity.  But  the  real  facl  is,  that  Wetftein  has  b|pughi 
the  matier  much  nearer  to  a  ftaie  of  certainty,  thaiiBen* 
gel.  The  latter  quotes,  for  the  insertion  of  xai,  thofe 
manufcripts  which,  had  been  alleged  by  Mill,  to  which 
he  adds  the  few  which  he  himfelf  collated :  but  quotes 
lione  for  the  omiflion  of  this  reading,  beeaufe  be  knew 
of  none  that  omitted  it,  Wetftein  h^done  Ae  v^ry 
fame,  and  has  .even  augmented  the  fraihberH>f  manu- 
^lipts  in  favour  of  the  iiifertion.  The  fuperiority  there* 
fore  is  on  the  fide  of  Wetftein.  Our  author's  conclufioHi 
that  the  reading  in  queftion  is  omitttd  i)i  no  manofctipti 
becatife  Biengel  has  quoted  none  in  fupport  of  Ihcr  omif- 
fion,  is  whqlly  erroneous,  for  BeDgers  evidence  is  iicre 

negative; 
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•egative;  lie  quotes  none,  becaure  he  knows  oFnonef 
which  every  reader  might  have  doife,  as  eafily  as  BengeL 
And,  what  renders  the  conciufion  (till  more  extraordi- 
nary, is,  4hat  WetAein  has  clearly  decided  that  the  read- 
log*  is  not  in  the  Codex  Ciaromofitanus  a  prima  mana,' 
for  be  exprefsly  quotes  it  sts  i^rerted  in  the  Cod  D.  ex 
emendatione,  aind  this  has  been  confirmed  by  Grieft^icbi 
Further,  as  Wetfteto  has  quoted,  in  this  paffage,  no  other' 
manufcript  in  iinciai  letters  than  the  CIdromontanus,  it  - 
might  have  been  reafonably  concluded,  that  in  chofe, 
which  have  i>een  carefully  collated,  and  have  no  xhafm 
in  the  paflage,  fiKh  as  the  Alexaadrinns,  and  Boerneri* 
anus,  the  reading  is  omitted ;  and  that  this  conciufion 
would  have  been  juft,  appears  fr^m  adual  experience; 
fior  it  is  not  inferted  in  ihe  Codex  Alexandrinus,  as  may 
be  feen  onconlulting  the  edition  by  W^ide:  and  that  it 
is  not  inferted  in  the  Cod.  Boernerianus,  appears '  from 
the  edition  by  MattKSLi,  foL  ^ 

17.  Remarks  fimilar  to  thofe  which  were  made  at  tbe 
•od  of  the  prece4iog  Note,  ^re  iikewife  applicabie  to  this 


^p*^ 
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(y  the  marks  qf  dijlin^iott^  and  divifions  of^  the  Greek 

Teftament. 

PAGE    511.     .  ,     /\ 

u  The  perfon  who  firft  diftinguiflied  the  feveral  parts 
of  a  period  in  Greek  writing,  by  the  introdudion  of  a 
point,  was.  Ariftophanes  of  Byzantium,  who  lived  in 
tbe.faundred  and  forty-fifth  Olympiad,  under  Ptolemaeus. 
Epipbaoes,  King  of  Egypt.  •  See  Montfaucon  Palaeo- 
graphia  Grxca,  p.  3 1  •  But  though  Ariftophanes  of  By:- 
wntium  wa^  the  firft  pecfon,  who  applied  points  ix>  th^ 
purpofe  of  marking  the  divifiona  of  the  fenfe^  yet  points 

K  k  k  8  are 


arefoaml  if>  inffrriptions  written  i^w^rdb  of  four  huodied 
yi^gris  before  the  birtbrbf  Cbrift.    Sot  MobiCumoii  Pa« 

l^ognipbia  Gr9PC«»  p.  135. 

a.  The  trcaiiie  0f  Oiomedct  de  pratiorie  is  printfid 
in  the  following  work»  Gramnuiticv  Latins  aufiorw 
aiUiqui,  Opera  ct  Audio  Helias  Putfchiij  Hanoviaej  1605, 
410.  The  placet  where  Dtpmedci  fpeaks  of  the  divifioii 
pf  difcq^rfe  inio  parU  is  p»  46O9  4$  1.  but  he  is  totally 
filent  aa  to  the  mark,  or  asarka*  by  which  thofe  divifiona 
vcrc;  Boted^  The  warda  of  Dionyfius  Tbiaxy  (Fabricti 
BibU  Gnpca«  T.  Vil.  p.  $7.)  oa  which  the  opinioo  ia 
fouodod,  that  a  pointy  when  placed  at  ihe  top  <tf  the 
linei  correfpooded  to  our  full  ftop^  when  placed  in  the 
middle  to  our  iewcokiOt  and  when  pkood  at  the  hot* 
tpm  of'  the  line  to.  our  comma,   are  the  foUowiog : 

^Ttff^i  Mtri  Tfpt*  w$hu9^  f^t^f  iNrtriy|M«  Km  n  fup  tiXimi 
fMiTOf  firfiuy  vAf aA«fftC«Mfif Mft.     1t'ir«riyfMi  h  haofmmt  §^twm 

AWHf  Tt^Mftaf 9  aAA*  iTi  $9h»nt  cii^0»«  Dionyfius  then  pro* 
ce$ds,  Ila  imt^n  r4iiiM  uw^ny^ng  $  Xiiny*  o  |ibt«  y«f  va- 

Now  the  expreifions  f^n  mypi  and  vMf-Tiy/t*«  are  inter- 
preted by  MontfaucoDf  (Palaeogn  p«  gi.)  as  weU  as  by 
our  autbort  '  a  point  placed  in  the  middle  of  the  line,' 
and,  ^  a  point  placed  at  the  boUo(n  of  the  line,'  and  of 
courfe  riAri«  rTty^a  is  uken  to  fignify  *  a  point  at  the 
top  pf  the  line/  This  interpreutioo  derives  grcajL 
probability  from  the  circumftance,  that  a  point  of  only 
one  ihape,  namely  that  of  our  fiiU  ftop,  was  uled,  as 
appears  from  the  moft  ancient  roanurcripcs^  and  infcrip* 
tions,  and  of  courfe  that  its  pofition  only  could  form  a 
gipund  of  diftin£lion' into  the  three  degrees  otn^y^n^ 
ftftfn  rT>yfMi#  and  wsrTfypMt.  But  on  the  other  hand  it 
PMy  he  fai(^  ^f  That  different  degreed  of  paufemay 
exiftf  without  any*  di£Fereoce  in  the  pofition  of  the  poin^ 
Yihkk  ii  ttfrd  to  denote  the  paqfe,  or  even  withoat  any 
point  at  allf  aa  was  the  cafi:  before  the  time  of  Ariftiv 
pjbanca  of  Byzantiqou  adly^  Th^t  the  wtards  of  Dio- 
njiittt^  ^fiiU  Aop^'  ^  jntartnertiata  fl^' and  ^inimaf 

ftop,' 
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ft6p/  Mrfe  tdo  Miib^giious  to  iMd  to  tiiy  ^tivt  tttth- 
dtt6oii  with  nerpea  to  the  pofitioh  of  Ibe  poihti  betkiift 
they  may  relate  only  to  the  degrees  of  jptufe^;  ilid  Qib^ 
nyfius  himrelf,  in  anfwcr  to  the  Queftion^  <  how  does 
the  my/an  differ  {torn  the  inrtmy/aii  r  tepUta  tmlft  *  hy 
a  differtot  degree  of  paufe,*  but  is  totally  fileht  astb 
any  difierence  in  the  pofition  df  tlie  point  etprdDvt  of 
that  paufe^  jdly^  Thu  if  it  had  ever  befcn  the  cikfloita 
of  the  Greeks,  to  place  h  point  at  the  top^  in  the  middBt^ 
or  at  the  bottom  of  the  line,  actovding  as  the  icnfe  ma 
moreorkfs  complete,  fome  traces  of  uiis  cAfiom  trouM 
ftill  be  vifible  in  our  ancient  inaniilieri|>cs^  ind  infclrtp^ 
ttolis.  But  in  fbne  of  theib  the  point  la  placed  in  oOi* 
neral  at  the  top  of  the  linei  that  is^  on  a  lewl  with  Sie 
upper  ftrokfe  of  the  lettera,  in  others  ufually  id  ahe  mid^^ 
die;  but  1  have  found  noae^  in  which  the  three  dtgnoea 
of  paulb  are  denoted  by  the  point  being  placed  at  the 
topi  in  the  middle^  ahd  at  the  botcdm  bf  the  Imm  iit 
the  Codex  Altstandriffus  the  poibt  is  in  general  at  tink 
top  of  the  line^  wh^te  it  fcorteQxindi  to  our  fcdlaitna^ 
cok>n,  or  full  ftop.  I  have  examined  the  whole  of 
St.  John's  Go^l  in  thia  manufcripti  without  finding 
the  point  placed  on  a  level  with  the  middle  of  the 
word  in  d  (ingle  ififtance ;  and  I  obferV^d  oftly,  five 
examples  where  it  waa  placed  at  the  hdttooK  Two 
of  them  ard  ontonfiefted  with  th^  pfeibiit  tnqaity,  for 

they  mettly  dent)tc  abtxrevflitioyis)  tlul,  Yttf^  'Ji6hn  v. 

19.  and  tiua  Johh  ik.  a6.  The  oth^r  thri^  were 
probably  placed  at  the  bottom  by  mere  accident :  but 
if  they  wefe  placed  thete'  by  del^go^  thiy  ^re  atifkv66r« 
able  to  the  hypothecs,  ihsft  a  poitit  at  tTte  bbtldth  of  tW 
line  cfenoted  the  fiiotteft  paufe,  foecaufe  t>^6  of  thefe 
exadipies  Hre  at  tbd  end  of  Atnnkonian  fe6tfons,  hitntly 
thofe  marked  »  ahd  f/^^i  dnd  the  thii'd,  though  ItkXA  id 
the  end  of  anf  AtAmonlan  feaio^»  Is  at  the  end  of  aftM-  ' 
lence^  (Johc^  ii.  5.)  and  is  followed  by  an  inier^aL  Or 
blank  Ipace.  In  the  Codex  Beztt  I  have  obfehvM  M 
ioftance  of  a  fingle  point  at  the  bottom  of  dhe  Urn  3  H  k 

it  k  k  4  fimMdtnei 
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foflftcdmes  placed  in  the  nnddie^  fomeumes  af  the 'top, 
bat  apparently  vrifh(>iit  {iny  plan,  or  view  of  afoeitaining 
the  degrees  of^aijre* 

PACE  512.  » 

3.  Oar  aathor  is  not  quite  accurate  in  hying  that  the 
mofb  antient  naanufirripts  have  no  points.  It  is  true  that 
in  the  fac  fimileof  the 'Cod.  Alexatidi'inus  given  by 
Montfaticon;' Palatogr.  p/bi4.  and  of  th^  Vatrcanus  by 
Blanchiniy  Evangelian  Qoadr.'^P.  I.  p.  49a.  pi.'  i.  ve 
find  no  points:  yet  that  they  are  ufed  in  the  former  ap* 
pears  from  WoKle's  edition,  and  that 'they  are  found  in 
the  latter^  though  not  frecjuentiy,  is  related  by  Bir^h  in 
his.  Prolegomena, 'p.  14.  The  "Codex  Ephrem  likewife 
ha«  points,  as  appears  from  the  fac  fimile  given  by  ;Mom« 
faucon  in  his  Palaeographia,  p.  214.  The  only  two  very 
ancient  manufcripts  in  uncial  letters,  which  I  have  had 
an  opportunity  of  examining  in  the  original  are  the  Co- 
dex Bezae  and  the  Codex  Aiexandrfnus ;  and  in  both  of 
thefe  points. are  certainly  found.  IntheAlexandrinustbe 
fix  firft  lines  of  St.  John^s  Gofpel,  are  pointed  thus  : 

ENAPXHHNQAprOEKAlOAbr<5|EH>F 
n  P  O  STONONK  AI O  £  H  N  OAOrOS- 

•  O  T.T  O I H  NENAPXHnPO  t  TON0N 
nANTAAIATTOrEFENETO.KAIlMl 
PElZAtTOTEr  ENETOOTAEEN. 

Q FEr  Q i^E  NE N.A.TJ: o  z a nn I^-.  . 

* 

Of  thefe  five. points  there  are  pnfy  three  in  iTie  fame 
paflage  in  the  Qodex  Bezar,  (I  fpeak  here  from  my  own 
examination  of  the  MS.)  vi^.  the  2d.  ^th^^and  5(h. 
which  are  placed  in  the  fame  nianneras  in  the  CoUex 
Alexandriaus.     Perhaps    however   there    was  'a   point 

originally  after  the  fiijl  ©N^  as  in  the  A]kxandrjnus :  for 
the  MS.  i^  at  prefent  fq  effaced  at  th^t  Ipot^  that  the  two 
lad  flfpkes  of  ^he  N  afe  no  lpr)g?r  yi^We,  Ji  is  remark- 
9i>\t  that . thef^  two  manufcriptji  agrc<^  i|i  pointing  a  pan 
of  this  paflage,  which  cor^efponds  to  the  3d.  and  4th. 

4  verfcs, 
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YCtksj  fo  M  to  give  it  a  ienfc  diffcreM  from  that  wliicb  H 
evprefled  in  our  printed  editions.  -  Thefe  have  Kn^if  ^r* 

lyflrfTO  ll^f  llr  0  TfCyOMtr*       £lr  aVTtt  ^^^  »•  V,  ^,        lO  the  Cod* 

Alci[.  and  Cod.  fietc  we  ^nd  Xu(i^  ««tv  lywro  uh  i»* 
Q  yty0»f y  iy  avru  ^k*.  x.  r.  1.  That  the  points  were 
written  a  priin&  manu  even  in  the  Oo4e:!c  Bezs  appears 
from  the  circumftance,  that  where  they  are  found,  there 
is  a.greater  interval  l^e^weep  tl^e  Iplters,  th^i)  lybprc.th^y 
are  not  found. 

PAGE  513.  *  ' 

4.  See  Note  35  and  36  to  this  chapter. 

5.  In  the  Codex  Alcxandrinus,  in  the  Gpfpels  (he 
blank  fpaces  or  intervals  are  found  at  the  end  of  each 
Ammonian  fed  ion,  and  no  where  elfe.  In  the  A£ts  am} 
Epiftles  likewife  they  are  regularly  at  the  end  of  each 
ieflipOf 

PApE  514. 

6«  Inftead  of  feparating  the  claufe  xai  ^lo/Aivof  rx  3<« 
^»«vai»rpc  from  the  other  claufes,  which  are  expreflTive  of 
the  good  qualities  of  Cornelius,  perhaps  it  would  be 
better  to  oQiit  ^fl^  in  the  firft  verfe  on  the  authority  of 
the  Alcxandrinus,  Epbrem,  Laudianus  3.  and  many 
Other  Greek  ifianufcrjptS)  and.  point  the  paflage  in  the 
following   manper :    Ai^^    n    Tif  i y   K«i«'a(ii;(   c»«^«ri 

]to^»1|A»eC|   IXfttOlrTA^^IIf    fX    rvSiflXf    TX(    XAAX/blf»1|f    IrftXiXflf, 
fUCl/3l|C,  Xa»   f oj3x/AfV«C  TOV  •&!•»  O'Vlr  WOiVTh  Tf^   «IXy    AUtX,    90lti¥ 

Tf  lAf^fio^vyac  voAXa(  t^  A^^fi  kai  iiOft^nof  tx  ^ix  fiaw»trogj 

uhff  t¥  O^AfAATI  X.  T*  A. 

FACE    515. 

7.  Wetftein,  in  biii  Prolegomena,  p.  73.  relates  tliat 
Euthalius  publifiied  an  editionof  the. Acls  ot  the  Apoilles, 
and  all  the  EpiQIf^Sf  and  adds,  Libros  iflos  etiam  cliy^Jih^ 
fcripfit,  id  eft  ita  ut  flngulae  lineae  iingulas  fenteniias 
abfolyerent,  eaque  diftindione  lefiores  fcire  pofleni, 
quse  con{inuo  fpiritu  legerent,  et  ubi  paulum  intermiu 
terent.     He  then  quotes  his  authority  for  the  alTertion 

that 


%4  NOTB  TO  cn*n  xni*. 

ihn  t  £udialui»  fir  ft  divided  thefe  books  iMo  vltjgti  or  fities^ 

K4i  y^ft4'*^  ^«  ▼«  A« 

Ti)€  Codex  B^«  ill  vrkten  in  thefe  A^^  or  iineftS 
and  U)ac  ibc  reader  ma^  have  «  notion  of  tbia  anaDBtr  of 
wriiiAg^  I  will  copy  the  fix  firft  lines  of  the  Ada  of  the 
Apoftles« 

TONMeNttroOTONXOrONCnOTHCAMHhl 

)iQrnrrAMTCDKa>d60^U6 

Cllll4rXATO1HCTlO10NT& 
iCX1A12i^K61NX>dql1CHMer^C 

AN^NM^0N6Nr€TAJLM6l^OCrofC2ltrC>CTDXmC 
JklMTNC^nOYOYC^e^SAtOKATeK6%6YC» 

KrtTYcceiMToeYxrreAiOM 

The  Codex  Claromontanixs  and  Code*  Sangeratanenfis 
are  Irkewife  wriuen  in  thefe  ^i^oi  or  lines.  See  Motit* 
faticon  Palaeograpfaia  Grectf,  p.  216.  219.  Btit  in  the 
Cod.  Alexanndrinus,  Codex  Vaiicanas,  Mbd  Codex 
fphrem^  no  fach  diitindion  h  vifible,  the  lines  behg  all 
of  (he  fame  length.  See  Woide*s  edition  of  (be  Ccxiex 
Alcxandrinus,  Blaochini  Evangetiariuio  QuadrupleXi^ 
P.  I.  p.  492.  pi  r.  and  Momfabcon  Paliefi^apliiA 
Grarca^  p.  214. 

8.  Mon(fatiCon,'inf  his  Palacographia  Gra^ca,  p.  ^2. 
fays ;  Virgute,  fi  non  prifoe  omnino  vetaftatts  fifnt,  non 
tannen  ns  its  recentis  dtxeris :  nam  in  Codicibus  Graecis 
anoorutn  pkis  miile  occirtrant^  ad  omniuia  minimam  dit 
tindionem  pofiia?,  et  qutdem  fbrmft  hodicDfnae  tta  fimli^ 
N(  mhil  ifiterfit  difctimihis.  P.  224.  he  has  given  a  fine 
fimile  of  a  manafcripc  of  the  Septuagitii  wfttten  In  the 

•  To  tht  «;gd»eiiti  which  have  bccH  {kfodUtied  «l  the  ijMd.  Hbie  C0  ek 
viiL  ft|t.6»  tofhew  that  ^t  Co4ex  Bcp»  ww  mi(fc  written  bolbw  tftt  toNt  of 
^uthaliuii  thU  ouy  Ukewiic  be  a4decl,  as  ui  additional  p{0o£ 

/  eighth 
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etgbtb  cenmry,  and  with  uncial  leuers,  in  vbidi  ^e 
iind  the  mark  tailed  oomnia.  But  of  aH  the  fpedmeM 
ef  tnanurcripts  written  in  uncial  letters,  ^hich  McmtfiaivH 
con  has  given  iii  his  Pal«eographia,  tMs  is  the  only  one 
in  which  this  mark  is  fonnd.  Nor  does  it  appear  w 
have  been  ufed  in  general^  even  at  the  firft  introduFftion 
of  the  fmaller  letters.  See  the  Palarographia,  p.  174-^*^ 
308.  and  the  end  of  the  firft  paragraph  of  the  following 
Note  la 

9.  Punda  interrogamUy  qnse  hodie  hoc  modo  effin- 
gumur  (;),  in  codicibus  vetuftiffimis  unctali  quadro 
charaflere  fcriptis,  quos  ufquam  viderim,  abfunt :  in  atiis 
verb  noni,  decimi,  et  undecimi  faeculi  habentun  Pabeo* 
graphia  Grsc.  p*  3^. 

tOt  In  the  Codex  Alexandrtnus,  the  mark  ufed  10 
denote  the  divifions  of  the  fenfci  is  in  general  the  point, 
which  we  call  full  ftop,  as  may  be  ieen  on  confulting 
Woide's  edition.  Thi^  point  is  ufually  placed  on  a  level 
with  the  upper  ftroke  of  the  letters,  whether  it  is  put 
where  we  ftould  ufe  a  full  ftop,  co)on,  or  comma.  It 
is  (rue  that  a  mark,  of  the  (hape  of  our  comma,  or  rather 
of -our  apoftrophe,  is  fometimes  found  in  the  Codex 
Alexandnnua.  But  that  it  was  not  intended  as  a  mark 
to  divide  the  fenfe  appears  from  the  very  mode  of  ufing 
it,  for  it  is  fometimes  placed  where  no  paufe  whatfo* 
ever  can  take  place.  For  inftance  Mark  xi.  32.  AHAN- 
TBSTAF'EIXON.  Luke  iii.  9.  BISnTP'BAAABTAI.  At 
other  times  it  is  placed  in  the  middle  of  a  word,  as. 
TA'dAPHNnN  Luke  viii.  26.  fo  that  it  is  difficult  to  de- 
termine what  was  the  defign  of  the  writer^  or  whether  he 
bad  any  defign  at  all.  Our  author  who  aflferts  that  the 
Cod.  Alex,  has  not  only  the  fuH  flx>p,  comma,  liadcolofl, 
but  likewife  a  kind  of  (emteolon,  feems  to  have  miiun« 
derftood  the  following  paffage  in  Woide*s  Preface,  ^.  fp^ 
PmiSum,  Colon,  Semicolon,  et  Comma,  vel  pun&ito 
(,),  vel  breviori  fineola  (-),  fuperiori  parti  literarum,  vel 
medio  earundem  appofiia,  indicatur.  If  is  ctear  that 
Woide  did  not  mean  to  fay  that  the  four  diflferent  kind^ 
of  ftops  were  denoted  by  four  different  marks^  for  in  this^ 

fentcnce 
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(entence  be  produces  only  two.  Woide  does  not  deter* 
mine  lo  which  of  the  four  kinds  oFftops  ihefe  marks  re« 
fpedively  correfpond ;  nor  does  ic  appear  from  an  examu 
nation  of  ibe  Codex  Alexandrtnus  that  the  writer  of  it 
intended  to  make  anv  diftindion  between  tbefe  two 
iliarks.  The  latter  occurs  much  lefs  frequently  than  the 
former :  but  where  it  is  ufed  it  is  placed  at  the  top  of  the 
line,  and  applied  exactly  in  the  fame  manner  as  the 
point  fometimes  where  the  fenfe  is  pcrfe6i,  at  other 
XXfOth  where  it  is  imperfed.  They  iikewtfe  refemble 
each  other  f<?  nearly  in  fliapC)  as  well  aaioufe,  ih«c  it  is 
fometimes  difficult  to  diftinguifii.  ibe  one  frofO  the  other^ 
It  appear^  therefore  that  they  are  only  one  and  the  fame 
mark,  and  (hat  whether  it  is  pointed,  of  whether  it  is 
ifilatedy  is  owing  tp  no  other  circu affiance,  than  the 
greater  pr  lefs  pr^flure  of  thp  pen.pf  the  writer.  The 
tyftem  of  pun£iuation  wa$  gt  that  timi:  not  redaced  to 
tfie  fame  decree  qf  rejSioement,  as  it  b^s  been  ii|  modern 
9ges.  J n^  the  Greek  nyanyfctipts  in  geiveral  no'p^her 
jpark.of  paufe  is  ufed  than  that  of  a  Ample  pQint  |  and  X 
have  feen  one  written^fq  Utp  gs  the  end  of  the  fifteenth 
century  by  Jerom  of  Sparta,  in  tb(e  Univerfity  I^butry 
of  Cambridlge,  and.m<irked  L(l.  %,  13.  in  vitiich  there  i$ 
no  other  mark  of  pav^fej  ai^d  in  this-  i|ianuf<prip(  it  is  \x\ 
general  placed  at  the  top  of  the  line. 

Before  I  conclude  this  article,  ic  is  neceflary  to  take 
notice  pf  an  inacciiracy  in  Woide*$  e^preffion  *  fupefiofi 
parti  literarum*  vel  rnediq  earundem  appqfiu.'  Now 
lyhocYer  examines  the  Co4ex  Aiexafidrinm  will  rarely 
find  an  inftancey  in  which  the  point  is  {^lacec}  on  a  level - 
with  the  middle  of  the  letters,  except  in  chofe  few  cafes 
where  a  line  ends  with  a  lyord  vyrittiipi^  in  fiqaller  charac* 
ters^'When  the  point  fprnetimes  re^eive^  a  proj^ortiorial 
deprcflion.  I  have  likewife  pbjerved  ot^  or  t«^  in* 
{lances  where  th^  Ihort  lipe  is  placed  in  the  twiddle,  but 
without  any  vifible  reafon*  The  deviatiop  therefore  from 
its  common  plaqe  in  tbofe  f^w  inftancei  muft  be  afccib^y 
not  to  defign,  bm  tp  accident)  or  ^iit  of  attention  in  the 
Writjcr, 
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11.  See  Bowycr's  Preface  40. hU  third  edition)  p.^  vi,- 

12.  See  Note  J.  . 

13.  This  perfon  is  at  prePent  knownno  be  MarkJadidy 
whofe  name  is  wriuen  at  fall  length  in  the  laft  edition  of 
Bowyer'a  critical  coojedures. 

PACB    519.     . 

44*  But  if  iuMfm  is  not  nfed  in  the  fenfe  of  ptinig  in 
tbe  New  Teftaaient,  and  the  Septuagint,  this  conjefture 
refta.  on  very  uncertain  ground* 

♦ 

PAOS    5^01 

15.  Oneof  Ihe  oldeft  of  the  mannrcrrpts  written  In 
uncial  letters,  in  which  the  words  are  dlftinftly  divided^ 
ii  the  Cf^dex  Augienfis,  fuppofcd  to  have  been  written 
in  the  ninth  century.  In  this  manufchpt,  which  is  now 
preferved  in  ih^  library  of  Trinity  College  in  Cambridge^ 
the  words  arc  not  only  dtftindly  divided  by  intervals  or 
Uank  fpac^s,  bat  to  make  the  diftinftion  more  confpi- 
cuous,  a  point  is  added  at  the  end  of  each  word.  9uc 
chough  it  was  not  ufual  in  manufcripts  Written  before  the 
ainth  century  to  diftinouifli  the  words  by  leaving  an  in- 
terval between  them,  y^t  the  mode  itfclf  wjas  not  entirely 
new;  for  Montfaiicon,  in  his  PalscpgraphiaGrseca,  p.  134. 
has  given  a  Greek  infcriptton,  engraved  450  years  Before 
die  birth  of  Chrift,  in  which  the  words  are  hot'only  fe- 
parated  from  efach  other,  biit  diftinguifhcd  by  three  points 
placed  perpendicularly,  in  the  following  fbanntr. 


i.« 


EN  :  TQ :  ATTo.:  enutto :     • 

...        *• .    '       .  •     .  .   .  «-    .... 

16.  The  verb  i«fNr  is  ufed  in  not  a  fingle  fnftrfnie, 
ekber  in  tbe  New  TeAanent-ot-  in-  iW  SepmaeiiK,  as 
may  be^  op  uaii{ulciaig.Tromiiitu»^  Concord^i'nce,  and 
Scbmid'c  T«f«u«>.  rhw  renders- our  audior's  cottjtfture 
very  ifapr»babie.  Hot  does  i$fe[ihens)  hi  the  place  to 
urbich  be  refers,  produce  an  infiaoce  even  from  a  claffic 

author; 


aatbor;  for  he  fzys,  only^  Preteitt  ab  if$f  C^ificante 
;^Mec  eft  etiam  verbum  «^f«.     ErotUnua  enuB  in  fuo 


.  tf^  1  kave  cxamiiied  vmous  Greek  manirfferipts^  and 
a  very  great  number  of  fpeefinem  of  Greek  hand-wridiig 
in  Montfaucon'a  Palaeograpbia  Grarca,  his  Antiquity  «c- 
pliquee,  the  Marmora^  Oxonieiiiiay  Aftle's  Origin  and 
Jhregrefs  of  Wpitiagi  wkb  asaoy  otbcv  aiithora  cm  cbtt 
^l^efifi  but  1  nMcr  OKI  with  am  inAanca  at  a  nark  ni^ 
fembling  the  figure  6  to  ckooie  an  ioia»  etcher  faMmp- 
turn  or  poftfcriptum. 

a  8.  Montfaucon,  in  hia  Palasographia  Gracca,  p.  33. 
fays,.  I«ra  fublcFiptJum»  ui  Tocaoiua  Giec^  in  niMnio* 
ribusi  tabuli^,  ac  liliris  manuicriptis  vulgp  noci  indicaM; 
Yulgo  dixij)  nonminquaai' eniniHadfiiribiim^  fed  pDftbte* 
ram  cui  adjung^tur,  et  in  ferje.  aliaruin  IksraruBiy  ko^ 
paQo  Tux^«)  9i(ai^  ubi  hodierno  uTu  ita  fcribiiur  t«j^^^«Jlwi 
In  tabulis  vero  piar motei^  vetuftiifiini%  ameqaaoa  ufin 
literarum  i|  et «  advefluaeQelt  incifia^  itaTaribitur  TTXBf, 
O/kOl. 

19.  The  Iota  poftfcriptumy  among  the  moii  anniena 
Greeks,,  formecl  probably  an  eflential  pari  of  the-nMirt 4» 
which  it  belonged, .  for  we  find  it  in-  liie  moft  ancieaa 
monuments  now  extant.  On  a  monumemerefied  in-ahn 
tihie  of  the  Peloponnclian  wai;  ve  £ndy  EN  TO£  no-^ 
ASMOI^  £N  XrnPOI,  EN  AIFTnlTOI^  BN  «OiNIS£I^.  AA» 
S9P  MontfaucQD  Palasogr.  p.  1341.  Aoaongabe  OxfaiA 
marbles  likewife^,  there  i)  apUtar  on  whiab ia^engfavoi 
a  treaty  made  between  the  Smyrnaoans  and  MagneGana^ 
244  years  befopo  the  hinh  df  Gbttft|>  whidk  begina  wiih 
the  words  EAOHEN  Tai  AHMOI.  See  page  u  of  the 
Marmora  Oxonienfia,e»ArundeKaBiay  Sddieinrai8».aliif* 
<{ue  confiata.  Oxoniii  11676.  folto»  SeealSa  Mom&m* 
con  Antiquite  expUqu6^  Toaa.  iL  |w  ao&  pL  ».  aasd  Iw 
tiiarium  I talicum,  p.  4^  Ikiring  two  or  direc  Mat«i^ 
ries  after  the  birth  of  Cbrift^  the  iota  poftfcripcuaa  afp* 
peara  to  havq  bqen  in  gtoMral^.  tbo^-  net  ahvaf  a^-  ae^ 

S  uinad 


taipcd  ia  lE^cctpnioos. '  See  the  Pahepgr^pbia^  pi.  t6& 
At  tbe  faine  time  it  muft  ba  obfeisvcds.  dtat  in  th^  iqqA 
a^iciciU  infcfiptioni  we  finA  it  icmetknes  oouued,  even 
ia  the.  facne  paflage  where  otbei;  words  have  it.  Fat  io* 
ftance,  m  the  mrcFiption  above^mepuooed  wbere  we  Bn4 
SN  TOI  nOAEMOl,  iSce.  there  is  a  few  lines  below  £N 
TO  ATTO  SKIATTO/  Qocitts^  ui  bis  Inkripciones  ami*^ 
quacy  Tom.  I.  p.  ^97*  has  given  an  in^ripiiion  feom  an 
ancient  Sarcopbagius,  preserved  at  Florence^  wbi<cb  be- 
gins with  the.  words  AXIA&TS  EHAWA  TH  I^A  FT^ 
NAIKJ:  and  in  a  verfe  of  J&uripidesi  found  on  a  wall  in 
the  ruina  of  Heccu^atieum,  >ii^  is  wtitceo.  n^ik  without 
an  Iota.  See  Le  pitture  aoiidie  d'Ereolano.  Tom,  U, 
p.  3^4*  The  ufe  of  the  Iota  poftlcripiufld  appears  (o*  have 
gradually  decUAed^  and  10^  have  been  in  general  not  uled 
after  the  fourth  ceatury.   See  the  Paheograph.  p.  ^74. 

ao.  Nor  i&  it  found  in  the  Codex  Bezac^  (he  Codn 
Vaticanusi  and  other  ^ancient  tnanufcripts  of  the  Greek 
Teftafliefijt  in  iinciali  leuers«  Bui  the  conciuiion,  which 
Qur  author  draw^  ai  the  end  of  this,  fettion,.  that  the  Apo& 
ties  and  Evangelifts  wsote  without  an  Iota  poAfcripxuxny 
heqaufe  it  is  not  found  in  the  mod  ancient,  manufcripis^ 
ia  wholly  ungrounded.  It  ia  omitted  m  thcfe  anpieoi 
manuilgripta)  nqt  be Qauie  its.  ufe  waA  fuhfequeot.  tot  the 
time. when  they  were  wxtuen^  but'  becaufe  ic  was^  fajlca 
into  diCiile  before  they  were  w.riue%  9i$  appears  from 
the  precediog^  note«.  And  (ince;  it  was,  ufed  ia  the  vevj 
eaflieft  agesy  a^d  was  continued  two  or  three  centuries 
after  the  bjacth.  of  Chrift,  it  is.  bf  no  meanst  impofllhie 
ihaLU  was  ufed  by  the  Ajiofties.  and  £vangelills*  But 
tt  the  Iota,  poftfcrij^um.  wasr  entirely  dropped,  and  the 
lou  fubicriptoTOr  which  was  afterwards,  fubffituted^  in  its 
fteafitt  ^^^  ^^  introduced  before  the  ufe  of  the  fmall 
Greek,  letters^  itapofiuon  m  modern  manufci'ipts  is  not 
iuffieient.  for  determining  any-  difpdted  point,  which  de»* 
penda  on  the  pcefcnce  or.  abfence  of  the'  Iota. 

PAGJr  S28* 

2U  ^n  an  aisdent  Greek  infcription  in.  the  Palso- 
gopbiaip.  i35>  N*.  2.  the  article  •,  o\  is  written  HO,  HOI, 


cy  n?  ifta  IS  n^riucn  EN  TEI  HOdOL  and  the  H  is  retaioedl 
as  a  mark  of  afpiration  even  in  the  middle  of  a  word,  if 
it  is  a  compoundi  and  the  lad  word  of  which  it  is  com* 
pounded  begins  with  tn  afpirate:  for  ihftance^  in  the 
fame  infcriptlon  !»•#!«  is  written  tSNHOAlA. 
•  98.  It  is  probable  that  the  moft  ancient  Greeks  did 
not  negleft  in  general  to  denote  the  afpiration  by  the 
letter  H.  On  the  monument  erefted  in  the  Peloponne- 
fian  war  (Palaeogr.  p.  135,  N*.  i,)  oifc  is  written  HOI^B 
But  the  letter  H  as  an  afpirate  appea^^s  to  have  fallen  into 
difufe  fo  early  as  the  firft  century,  as  ap^ars  from  the 
infcription  eircQed  in  the  time  of  Tiberius,  given  in  tlie 
Palseographiai  p.  148.  where  iiffv^  and  vwara  are  written 
lEPBTZ  and  YflATOT.  Hence  the  reafon  why  no  traces 
of  it  are  to  be  found  in  any  of  our  manufcripts. 

93.  While  the  Greeks  denoted  their  fpiritus  afper  by 
the  letter  H»  its  abfence  was  /t  very  fufficient  indication 
of  the  fpiritus  ienis. 

24.  Our  author  has  not  given  the  two  moft  ancient 
marks^  by  which  the  fpiritus  afper,  and  the  fpiritus  Ienis 
were  denoted  after  the  H,  as'  a  mark  of  afpiration  bad 
fallen  into  difufe.  They  are  written,  thus  ►  for  the  fpi- 
ritus afper,  and  thus  <  for  the  fpiritus  Ienis,  and  were 
evidently  formed  from  a  divifion  of  the  old  mark  M  into 
two  parts.  See  the  Palaeographia  Graced,  p.  33.  where 
it  appears  that  they  were  introduced  by  Ariftophanes  of 
Byzantium.  In  this  fhape  they  are  found  in  general  in 
fuch  manufcripts  in  uncial  letters,  as  ai-e  written  with 
marks  of  afpiration*  They  are  formed  in  this  manner  in 
the  Codex  Vaticanus,  as  appears  from  Birch's  Prolego- 
mena, p.  14.  in  the  Claromontanus  and  Sangermanenfis, 
as  appears  from  the  Palxographra,  p.  216.  2tgz  in  this 
ftape  likewifc  they  are  found  in  the  fpecimens,  which  I 
have  feen  in  general  in  the  Palteographia  Grseca  and  the 
Evangeliarium  quadruples.  The  mark  l.  evidently  arofe 
from  leaving  out  a  part  of  »>,  and  the  femicircular  figtire 
c  from  haftiiy  writing  l  .  .  The  feniieirctilar  form  is  that 
which  is  found  in  the  moft  modern  manufcripts ;  and  yet 
this  very  form  is  found  in  the  Hercukinean  infcripHoo 

mentioned 
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ttieotipned  at.  the  end  of  Not«  19.  That  in  the  ihape  of 
an  L  is  found  in  very  few :  it  i$  ufed  however  in  ^he 
fragmeflit  belonging  to  Cardinal  Borgia;  See  Georgi's 
t^ri^ace  to  his  edition  of  the  Fra^memum  BorgiAnuoi^ 
p.  cxlvi* 

Pack  524. 

fi6.  Atiftophalies  Byziinciuus  w(offffiiei¥  five  accentus 
excogitavjt^.  Non  quod  ad  illam  ulque  a^at^m  Grsaca 
lingua accemibus  et  Ijpiritibus  c^rUerit :  nulla  enim  potefl 
lingua  fine  accentu  et  fpiritu  pronuntiari,|  fed  quod  illo 
ea  qu9  ufus  magiftet*  invexerat^  ad  .certas  normas  et 
r^ulas  deduxt  riiy  figna  et  farmas  inveoerit^  quo  loco 
cf^nt  conftituendi  acceptus  et  fpiritus  docuerit*  Mont* 
faucoB  Paiasographia  Gr^ca,  p«  33. 

£7.  The  fame  fentimepts  are  likewife  entertained  by 
Dr.  Fofl^t  ip  his  EfTay  on  the  different  nature  of  accent 
and  quantity,  Eton  1763%  8vo.  ad.  ed.  It  is  probably 
likewife  that  the  Ronians  made  the  fame  diRindion  be-* 
tween  a.ccept  and  quantity,  as  appears  from  ihe  following 
paiTage  i|i  QuinQiliao  de  .inftitutione  oratoriH,  Lib*  XI^ 
cap,  3^  p«  1000.  ed.  Burmann,  Prater  illam  differen* 
tiaiq,  qute  efl  tripartita,  acute,  gravis,  flexae,  turn  intentis, 
turn. remiflis,  turn  elatisj  turn  inferioribus  modisopus  eft^ 
fpatiis  quoque  lentioribus  aut  citatioribus*. 

aAw  I  have  been  told  by  the  late  learned  ProfefForReitz, 
that  he  bad  frequently  heard  Eiigenins,  a  Greek  Prieft^ 
ivho  is  now  Archbp.  of  Cherfon,  read  G-reek  verfe,  during 
his  refidence  in  Leipsig,  that  Eugenius  diflindly  marked 
by  his  pronunciation  both  accent  and  quantity)  length-* 
eniog  the  found,  without  railing  the  tone  of  his  voice, 
when  be  pronounced  a  long  fyliable  which  had  not  an 
acute  accent,  and  raifmg  the  tone  of  his  voice,  without 
lengthening  the  found,  when  he  pronounced  a  fhort  fyl- 
iable which  had  an  acute  accent  f  in  the  famo  manner  as 
in  mulic,  where  the  highefl  ngte  in  a  bar  is  frequehtly 
the  fliortef}.  The  opinion  therefore  advanced  by  Pro- 
feflbr  Gcfner  and  Or,  Fofleris  not  merely  theoretical, 
.fince  it  is  confirmed  by  actual  experience,  .  It  mufl  be 
obferved  however  that  an  example  of  this  kind  is  af  pre- 
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fent  very  rare ;  for  in  general  the  modern  Greeks  proi^ 
nounce  accordinii;  to  accent  alone.     In  England  we  have 
rejefted  the  Greek  accents,  and  pronounce,  as  it  is  gene- 
rally Tupppfed,  according  to  quantity  alone  :  but,  para- 
doxical as  the  afTertion  may  appear,  we  certainly  do  not. 
We  ftill  pronounce  Greek  according'  to.  accent,  though 
the  rules,  which  we  follow,  are  different  from  thofe,  which 
are  obferyed  by  the  Greeks  themfelves.     For  in  reading 
Greek  we  follow  the  fame  rules  with  regard  to  the  pofi- 
fion  of  the  tone,  as  in  reading  Latin ;  and  in  reading 
Latin  words  we  do  not  regulate  the  lone  of  the  voice 
merefy  by  the  length  of  the  fyllables.     We  pronounce 
for  inftance  virtus,  piaviis,  faliis,  b&nu%  precifely  in  the 
fame  manner,  though  thefe  four  words  differ  from  each 
other  in  quantity.     Aqain  we  make  no  difference  in  the 
prcHiunciation   of    ciimiiits,    pa^Qiis    hoTiinis,    lucidts> 
though  thefe  four  words  likewife  differ  from  each  other 
in  quantity.     Thirdly,  we  make  no  difference  in  the  pro- 
nunciation of  vinuiis,  evulsis,  remSiis,  d6cet¥s,  though 
thefe  again  differ  from  each  other  in  quantity.    It  is  clear 
therefore  that  we  are  directed  in  placing  the  accent  or  in 
raifing  the  tone  of  the  voice,  by  fome  principle  diftinft 
from  that  of  quantity;  for  in  the  twelve  Latin  words  juft 
mentioned  there  are  twelve  variations  in   quantity,  but 
only  three  in  accent ;  whereas,  if  we  entirely  followed 
quantity  in  placing  the  accent,  the  accent  would  vary  as 
the  quantity,  ami  we  fhould  never  accent  a  dadyl,  and  an 
anaf/teft  in  the  fame  manner*     Now  the  rule  which  haf 
been  laid  down  by  the  Latin  grammarians,  for  the  pofi- 
tion  of  the  accent  in  Latin  words,  a  rule  which  we  al- 
ways follow  though  we  are  not  always  confcious  of  it,  is 
the  following.      In  Lutin  didyllables  the  accent  is  always 
on  the  firft  ryllablc,  whether   it  be  long  or  fliort*.     In 
poly  fyllables,  the  accent  is  on  the  penultima{e,  if  the  pe- 
nultimate be  lon;i;,  but  if  the  penultimate  be  fhort,  the 
accent  is  on  the  antepenultimate,  whether  the  antepenul- 
timate be  long  or  fhort.     See  Diomedes  de  accentibus. 
Lib«II.p  426.  printed  in  the  Grammatics  latinteau3ores 
antiqui|.  Opera  ec  Hudio  Hclia^  Putfchit,  Hanovie  1605. 

410. 
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4tp.  See  alfo  QuinQiliani  Indltutiones,  Lib.  I.. cap.  5. 
P*  59*  ^d*  Burmann.  According  to  this  rule  there  is 
only  one  cafe  in  which  accent  and  quantity  mujl  coincide, 
and  that  is  in  polyfyllabJes^  which  have  the  penultimate 
long:  but  in  polyfyllahles^  which  have  the  penultimate 
fiiort,  and  in  alldiflyllables,  it  is  mere  accident  whether 
accent  and  quantity  coincide  or  not.  They  agree  for 
inftance  in  the  words  cfinaius  and  piavusj  but  difagree 
in  patuliN,  and  salus.  In  fdCl  it  is  this  very  difagreemcnt 
which  conftitutes  the  harmony  of  Latin  ver/e,  which 
would  be  intolerable  if  accent  and  quantity  always  coin* 
cided,  as  any  one  will  Bud  who  makes  an  hexameter 
confiltingof  fix  words,  of  which  the  firft  five  are  daSyls: 
whereas  thofe  verfcs  arc  the  moll  harmonious,  in  which 
the  number  of  words,  where  accent  and  quantity  difagree, 
is  equal  to  the  number  of  thofc,  '\\\  which  they  coincide. 
For  inftance  in  the  firft  line  of  Vjrgil's  Bucolics,  which 
is  a  very  harmonious  verle,  accent  and  quantity  coincide 
in  Tiiyre  and  tegmine,  but  difagree  in  recubans  and 
patulae.  The  Greeks  went  on  a  very  different  prin- 
ciple from  the  Latins,  in  determining  the  fyllable  which 
was  to  be  elevated  in  fpcaking  *,  for  in  ay^^unoq  they 
raifed  the  antepenultimate*,  in  di^pdirH  the  penultimate, 
&C.  But  fince  we  have  rejected  this  method,  as  being 
attended  with  fome  difficulty,  and  regulate  the  tone  of 
the  voice  in  Greek,  in  the  iame  manner  as  we  do  in 
l^atin,  it  follows  from  what  has  been  faid  above  that 
we  read  Greek,  neither  according  to  Greek  accent,  nor 
according  to  Greek  quantity,  but  according  co  the  rules 
of  the  I<Kitin  accentuation. 

29.  Our  author  is  inaccurate,  in  faying  that  accents 
are  not  found  in  apy  nianufcripi  of  the  Greek  Teftament 
written  before  the  eighth  century  :  for  both  accents  and 
marks  of  afpiration  are  found  in  the  f6llowing  manu- 
fcripts  in  uncial  letters,  fome  of  which  were  certainly 
written  before  the  eighth  century ;  viz.  the  Bafileenfis, 

L 1 1  a  .  B.  vi. 

*  In  C^nccis  diflionibus  acutus  tria  loca  tenet,  ultimum,  peniiltimum, 
et  antepenultimoin :— Apud  Latinos  dun  tantum  loca  tenet,  penultimum, 
pi  antepenultimum.    Diomedcs  de  accentibus,  Lib.  IIL  p.  425. 
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B.  vi.  21;  Coiflinianus  1.  Colbertinus  700.  Codex  Pat" 
$onei,  Regius  2861.  Sanj^rmaneniis,  Codex  Wolfit  i* 
and  the  celebrated  Codex  Vaticanus.  For  the  authorities 
that  thefe  MSS.  are  written  with  accents,  fee  the  Notes 
to  each  of  them,  ch.  viii,  fcQ.  6.  There  arc  accents 
likewife  in  the  Codex  Oaromontanus,  though  not  a 
prima  manu;  but  MontFaucon  (Paieogr.  p.  ^17.)  fays, 
that  they  appear  to  have  been  added  fbon  after  the  ma^ 
nufcript  was  written.  The  following  MSS,  in  uncial 
letters,  are  without  accents,  Alexandrinus,  AogienGsi 
Cantabrigienfis,  Cvprius,  Ephrem,  and  Laudanus  3. 

Among  other  things,  which  appear  in  our  printed  edv 
tions,  and  which  were  added  after  the  time  of  the  Apo- 
files,  may  be  mentioned  the  fubfcriptions  at  the  end  «of 
St.  PauPs  Epiftles.  Thefe,  as  they  (land  in  our  printed 
editions,  and  the  common  Greek  manufcnpts,  were  writ- 
ten by  Euthaiius.  Sec  Wctftein's  Prol.  p.  75.  But  the 
Codex  Alexandrinus  and  Codex  Vaticanu^  have  difiercnt 
fubfcriptions,  as  appears  from  Wotde's  Preface,  ^  59. 
and  Birch*s  Prolegomena,  p,  17. 

PAGE  jas. 

30.  The  breves  and  capitula,  or,  according  to  their 
Greek  name,  the  nrXoi  and  xf^aXAtft,  are  frequently 
called  the  TirXoiandxi^aXitia  of  Etifebius,  not  becaafe 
he  invented  them,  but  becatife  he  adopted  them,  and  re* 
commendfsd  their  ufe^ 

PAOs  526. 

31.  Simon,  in  his  Hid.  crit.  du  texte  du  N.  T.  ch. 
xxxiii.  p.  424.  quotes  from  the  Codex  Regius  a86i.  or 
Codex  Stephani  «,  the  following  Note,  which  is  written 
at  the  end  of  the  manufcript.     To  xata  Mftr8aio»  tvafyf- 

JitQp  i^u  titXh;  ^11,  xoti  Jtif  xXftift  Tkf.  re  ac«ra  Mo^g^^v  fVAfyt* 
Xioy  t^ti  titAk^  /mii>  xff  «Xfti«  ^X^.   TO  scar*  A»t«»  fvafyiAM* 

7iTX«f  m,  xf^ftX^iift  o-xot.     Thefe  are  the  divifions,  which 
are  found  in  general  in  the  an<:ien(  Greek  spaoufcopu  of 

the 
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tlic  Gofpels.  Weiftcin,  ProU  p.  6.    The  rfrUi,  or  larger 
portions,  which  amounted  fo  68.  in  St.  Matthew,  48.  in 
St.  Mark,  83.  in  St.  Luke,  and  18.  in  St.  John,  were  fo 
called,  becaufe  the  titles,  or  fuhjeQs  of  thofe  portions, 
are  written  either  in  the  upper,  or  lower  margin  of  the 
Greek  manufcripts,  and  generally  in  red  ink;  but  the 
xt^aXAift,  or  fmaller  portions,  are  numbered  in  the  (ide 
margin,  without  thefubje6ls  of  thofe  portions  being  fpe« 
cified.    Thofe  who  have  not  accefs  to  Greek  manulcripts 
will  find  both  of  thefe  divifions  very  clearly  reprefenied, 
9s  in  the  manner  above  defcribed,  in  the  editions  by 
Erafmus,  or  in  R.  Stephens's  edition  of  1550.     fiuc  to 
prevent  miftakes,  it  is  neceflary  to  obferve  that  the  word 
xifjtXanov  h^  ufed  in  a  two-fold  fenfe^  and  is  frequently 
applied  to  denote  the  larger  portions,  which  are  other* 
wife  called  rirXoi.     In  this  manner  it  is  ufed  by  R.  Ste- 
phens and  Kiifter,  in  the  indexes  prefixed  to  the  four 
Gofpels,  in  their  editions  of  the  Greek  Teftament.    The 
larger  portions  are  likewife  called  xif  aXaia  by  Theophy- 
Ia6,  and  fome  other  fathers,  as  appears  from  MilPsNote 
to  Matth.  xxviii.  20.;  Epiphanius  on  the  contrary  ap- 
plies  It  to  the  fmaller  portions,  and  this  feems  to  be  the 
spoft  ancient  application.    See  Wetftein's  Note  to  Mark 
xvi.  8.  and  Simon  Hift.  crit.  du  texte  du-N.  T.  p.  417^ 
jElven  in  the  fame  manufcript  (the  above-quoted  Codex 
Regius  ^861.)  though  the  fmaller  portions  are  called  . 
mfaXaict  in  the  Note  at  the  end  of  the  manufcript,  yet 
in  the  account,  which  is  given  at  the  beginning  of  the 
manufcript,  the  larger  portions  are  called  xif  ^Xaia.     See 
Simon  Hift..  crit.  du  texte  du  N.  T.  p.  425.     On  the 
other  hand  the  fmaller  portions,  into  which  the  Gofpels 
were  divided,  are  very  generally  called  the  Ammonian 
fe£lions3  f^om  the  name  of  jhe  inventor.     See  Mill's 
Prolegomena,  J  658 — 666. 

To  thefe  Ammonian  fe8ions  Eulebius  adapted  his 
ten  tables,  or  canons,  which  reprefent  a  harmony  of  the 
Gofpels^  and  which  were  commonly  prefixed  to  tbe 
Gr/eek  manufcripts.  The  firlt  of  thefe  tables  confifts  of 
four  parallel  columns,  in  each  of  which  art  marked  the 
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ictcers,  which  4^xxoit  the  feftions  of  each  of  the  four 
£vuingeli{l$ ;  and  jthefjb  letters  axe  fo  arranged,  that  the 
fe61ions  containing  parallel  pafiagesin  all  the  four  £van« 
gelifls,  appear  in  the  faaie  line.  In  the  fame  manner 
the  2d.  3d.  and  4th.  ublcs  reprefent  fuch  parallel  paf- 
fages  as  are  common  xo  only  (hree  of  the  Evangeliftsj 
the  5th.  6th.  7th.  8th.  and  jih.  tables  reprefent  fuch  as 
are  common  to  only  two  of  them;  ladly,  the  10th.  table 
rcprefents  fuch  pafl'ages  as  are  peculiar  to  each.  And  to 
enable  the  reader  to  refer,  not  .only  (toay  the  tables  to 
the  palfages  in  the  Qofpels^  bu(  likewife  from  any  paf- 
fa^e  in  one  Gofpcl  to  fuch  as  were  parallel  to  it  in  ano- 
ther, he  wrote  in  the  margin  of  jthc  Gofpels,  under  each 
of  the  letters  expreOive  of  the  An>m,onian  fe£^ionS}  the 
letter  which  denoted  the  table,  where  that  fe&ion  was  to 
be  fought.  For  inftance,  if  we  wifli  to  find  all  the  pa.- 
rallel  pafTages  to  Kai  jS^v^TKr^cic  0  Ino-Hf,  Scc.  which  is  the 
beginning  of  the  fcdion  li  in  St.  Matthcw^s  Qofpel,  and 
correfponds  to  Maitb.  iii.  16.  according  to  th.e  modern 
divilion,  we  muft  obferve  the  letter  which  i$  writtca 
under  J,  which  in  tht  prefent  indajice  is  a.  This  denotes 
that  the  firft  table  is  the  place,  where  the  fe£tion  ^i  muft 
be  fought :  and  on  turning  to  this  table  we  find  that  in 
the  famp  line  with  the  fc6lion  i^of  St.  Matthew,  we  find 
I  for  St.  Mark,  ly  for  St«  Luke,  and  n  for  St.  John. 
Thefe  therefore  are  the  fefiions  in  which  the  parallel 
pafTages  to  Kai  (isLVTur^nc  0  Ins-He,.  &c.  muft  be  fought  in 
the  other  three  Gofpels.  Thefe  tables,  with  the  refer- 
ences to  them,  may  be  feen  in  the  editions  publilhed  by 
Erafiiius,  in  that  oi  R.  Stephens  of  1550,  or  in  Kiiller*s 
edition  of  Mill's  Greek  Teftament.  From  thefe  tables 
of  Eufebius  the  marginal  references  were  taken,  that  are 
found  in  many  of  our  printed  editions. .  But  ufefulas 
thefe  tables  have  been,  they  have  had  their  inconveoi- 
ence,  for  they  have  given  rife  to  marginal  annotations 
in  the  Greek  manufcripts,  by  whjch  means  paflages  from 
one  Gofpel  have  been  mixed  with  thofe  of  another.  See 
Mill's  Prolegomena,  J  738 — 744. 
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32.  The  ASts  of  the  Apoftles,  and  the  catholic  epiftles, 
were  divided  into  thofe  chapters,  which  we  contmonly 
find  in  the  Greek  manufcripis,  by  Euthalius,  in  the  fifth 
century.     Euthalius  likewife  publilhed  an  edition  of  St; 
PauFs  epiflles  divided  into  chapters,  which  divifion  had 
been  already  made  by  fome  other  perfon  in  the  year  396; 
See  Wetftein's  Prolegomena,  p.  74.  where  may  be  like- 
wife  feen  a  catalogue  of  the  chapters,  into  which  the  Ads 
and  the  Epiftles  are  divided  in  the  Greek  manufcripts. 
Thcfe  chapters  arc  denoted  in  the  Greek  manufcripts  by 
letters  written  in  the  margin ;  and  they  are  reprefented 
in  Stephens's  edition  of  1550,  and  Kiiiler's  edition  of 
Mill's  Greek  Te^ftaraent.  Our  author  fays  that  the  chap- 
ters, into  which  the  epiftles  of  St.  Paul  are  divided,  are 
continued  in  one  feries  through  them  all,  becaufe  they 
were  conGdered  as  one  book.     It  is  true  that  this  is  the 
cafe  with  the  Codex  Vaticanus,  as  appears  from  Birch's 
Prolegomena,  p.  18,  19.  and  perhaps  this  method  was 
obferved  in  many  oth(^r  very  ancient  manufcripts.     On 
the  other  hand  I  have  feen  Greek  MSS.  in  which  a  frefh 
numeration  commences  at  the  beginning  of  each  epiftle; 
that  for  inftance  marked  in  the  Univerfity  Library  of 
Cambridge  Mm.  6.  9. :  and  in  the  celebrated  edition  by 
R.  Stephens,  who  mull  have  been'  guided  by  fome  au- 
thority, the  fame  arrangement  is  obferved.     Weiftein 
likewife  in  his  Pro),  p.  74.  quotes  a  paifage  from  Eutha- 
lius, where,  fpeaking  of  St.  Paul's  epiftles,  he  fays,  xolV 

Befide  the  chapters  and  fc6tions  above-mentioned, 
many  manufcripts  of  the  Greek  Teftamenr,  the  Codex 
fiezae  for  inftance,  are  divided  into  leifons,  which  are 
called  dipuymfffjiaTx  or  Ayetyvutruf.  A  catalogue  of  them, 
according  to  the  arrangement  of  Euthalius,  may  be  feer> 
in  WeiHein's  Prolegomena,  p.  75.  Some  MSS.  have 
thefe  IcfTons  marked  in  the  margin  by  the  word  av»- 
yiK0CfAa  being  written  at  the  beginning  of  the  leflbn,.  Of 
the  beginning  and  end  of  the  Icfibn  is  denoted  by  the 
words  cifx^  andTcx«c.  It  is  thus  in  the  Codex  Bezae.  I 
have  feen  other  manufcripts  .in  whici)  the  Sunday  is 
jnarked  at  the  beginning  of  each  leifon^  which  is  to  be 

read 
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read  on  that  day,  by  ^he  word  caKamf  vith  a  nutitbef 
annexed  to  it,  thus  CA.  r^  CA.  A,  &c* 

33«  Hugo  de'S.  CarO|  or,  according  to  his  French 
'name,  Hugues  de  St.  Cher,  was  born,  as  Moreri  rdatesj 
at  Vienne  in  Dauphin£,  ftudied  at  Paris,  where  he  be- 
came a  Dominican  friar  in  1325,  and  died  in  1263*  The 
inventor  therefore  of  our  modern  chapters  livedo  act  in 
the  twelfth,  as  onr  author  has  written  by  mifiake,  biu  in 
the  thirieemh  century.  Tliefc  chapters  were  foon  adopted 
in  the  manufcripts  ef  the  Latin  verfion  ;  but  the  Greeks 
fiill  continued  to  adhere  to  their  ancient  rtrXot  and  xifa- 
X«ift,  nor  are  any  Greek  manufcripts  known,  in  which 
thefe  divifions  are  found  prior  to  the  fifteenth  centiiry, 
when  the  Greek'fugitives,  after  the  taking  of  Conftahti- 
nople,  fled  into  the  Weft  of  Europe,  became  tranfcribers 
for  members  of  the  Latin  church,  and  of  courfe  adopted 
the  Latin  divifions.  The  Codex  Montfortiamis  is  writ- 
ten in  thifr  manner^  and  Ukewife  a  manufcript  in  the 
Univerfity  at  Cambridge  marked  LI.  2.  13.  which,  as 
appears  from  the  fubfcription,  was  written  at  Paris,  by 
George  Jcrom  of  Sparta,  who  died  in  the  beginning  of 
the  fixteentb  century. 

34»  Thefe  fubdivifions  of  the  modem  chapters  may 
be  ieen  in  K.  Stephens's  edition  of  1556,  in  the  fame 
margin,  in  which  the  modern  chapters  are  marked.  By  , 
this  arrangement  the  chapters  are  divided  into  nearly 
equal  portions,  which  vary  in  number  from  four  tofcven, 
according  to  the  fize  of  the  chapters. 

35;  I  have  never  been  able  to  procure  this  diflertatioQ 

of  Rogall,  but  if  he  defcribes  thefe  lines  as  commas, 

he  probably  means  what  Montfaucon  fays  in  his  Palseo- 

^raphia^  p.  30.     Hsc  verd  fcriptio  nx^ff^  duda,  qus 

item  per  »»Aa  et  xcfAfAcSa   fada   dicitur.     And  again, 

p.  31.  Ante  Ariftophanem  Byzantinum  hoc  uno  diftinc* 

tionis  genere  in  libris  ufos  eOe.veteres  putatur,  fcilicetpcr 

^*X^9  per  xmAa,  per  x«(Mf*ftI»  a  linea  femper  refamebani: 

et  hmc  una  paufas  nota  crat,  cum  fcriptio  nempe  define* 

ret,   antequam  interpundionis   uCas  excogitatus  eCTef* 

Acfoiding  to  Montfaucon  then  ilm  method  of  writing 

in 
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ia  f$jfft  was  the  only  netfaod,  before  the  in^enuon  of 
points,  of  fliarkinf  die  divifions  of  ihe  fenfe.  The  Codex: 
ClamttCHitaBtts  is*  written  according  to  MontfsKicoa  in 
thcfo  r^i^  of  wUch  he  gives  the  fotlowing  J|>ecimen  in 
}^  falcograpbia,  p.  217. 

ret  fAtXn    UfAMV 

Tltts  method  of  writing  is  called  aqI  onty  by  Mont- 
faucon,  but  by  moll  other  authors  wricinfj  in  r»;(oi*     See 
Wetfteio's  N,  T.  VoL  H.  p*  6.  and  MiU^s  Prolegomena, 
§  1030.    Our  author  00  the  contrary  aflferts  that  the  ri|K«* 
ni^re  lines,  which  contained  a  certain  number  of  let- 
ters, and  therefore  often  brake  oiF  in  the  middle  of  a 
word*    But  according  to  this  fenfe,  the  f^x^i  tnuft  have 
been  all  of  the  fame  length,  in  the  fame  manner^  as  the 
lines  in  our  modern,  printed  book&.    Now  this  method 
of  writing  is  not  what  is  ufually  called  ^  fcriptio  nx^g^^ 
du8a/^  And  what  Mont&ucon  and  other  writers  call 
r»x*»  our  author  calls  (nfAmra.^    For  this  diftinQion,  and 
this  esgplanation,  he  has  probably  no  other  ground,  than 
the  following  paffagp  in  Simon  Hift.  critique  du  texte 
du  N.  T.  p.  423.     Ou  doit  done  entendre  par  le  mot 
de  fni^ira  le  nombre  des  fentences ;  et  par  celuy  de  f^x^g 
les  anciens  verfets  qui  etoient  mefures  felon  les  lignes, 
ou  quelque  autre  forte  de  verfets*     This  paflage  by  no 
means  warrants  our  author's  opinion.     For  Simon  does 
not  underftand  by  the  word  (nf^a  a  /iW,  but  a  portion  of 
words  forming  fome  fenfe,  fimilai:  to  that  which  the  an- 
oents  called  xsfftf*ai,  whether  in  the  fame  line,  or  not. 
And  by  nx^im  iindgfftaiifis  a  liae^  iMit^  as  our  author 
VoIh  II*.  M  m  01         \  means 
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means,  confiftihg  of  a  given  pumber  of  letters,  but  id 
the  fenfe  probably  in  which  it  is  generally  ufecL 

36.  Our  author  fhould  have  called  chfefe  diviCohs^ 
not  (fifJMjag  but  o-rixoi*  The  latter  name  is  expre&lf 
applied  to  them  by  Wetftein,  Vol.  II.  p.  6.  and  the 
former  riaroe  is  not  given  them  by  Simon  in  the  place  to 
which  our  author  refers* 
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^p  It  does  not  appear  that  a  numeration  of  tKe  rrix«( 
was  a  numeration  of , the  letters^  for  tbe  mxo»  confifted 
of  a  very  unequal  number  of  letters,  as  appears  front 
the  manufrript&  which  are  written  in  thefe  lines,  fucfa  u 
the  Cod.  Cantabrigienfis,  Claromontaous,  Sangerma- 
nenfis  <fec. 

38  The  fame  arrangement  has  been  adopted  by  Wet* 
ftein^  Grje(bacb,  Bowyer,  and  other  editors,  in  imiution 
of  the  early  editions  of  the  Greek  Teftiiment  printed 
before  the  time  of  Beza,  who  fplit  the  Greek  text  info 
the  verfes  invented  by  Robert  Stephens,  ^ 
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